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MONTANA EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Wolf recovery in Montana began in the early 1980 ay wolves increased in number and
expanded their distribution in Montana becauseatdiral emigration from Canada and a
successful federal effort that reintroduced wolveés Yellowstone National Park (YNP) and the
wilderness areas of central Idaho. The U.S. RAshWildlife Service (USFWS) approved the
Montana Gray Wolf Conservation and Management Plaarly 2004, but delisting in the
northern Rockies (NRM) was delayed. When fedenatling became available later in 2004,
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (MFWP) began managivolves in northwestern Montana
under a cooperative agreement with USFWS. In 2B@Bitana expanded its responsibility for
wolf conservation and management statewide undertaragency cooperative agreement. The
agreement allows Montana to implement its federafigroved state plan to the extent possible
and within the guidelines of federal regulations.

Using federal funds, MFWP monitors the wolf popuaat directs problem wolf control and take
under certain circumstances, coordinates and dam#soresearch, and leads wolf information and
education programs. MFWP wolf management spetgalisre hired in 2004 and are based
throughout western and central Montana. A progetaordinator is based in Helena.

The Montana wolf population increased from 2008@067. The increase is due to a real
increase in actual wolf numbers primarily in NWMidafar western Montana. The greatest
increase occurred in the Montana portion of thet@éidaho Recovery Area south of Lolo Pass
and west of 1-15.

A total of 73 verified packs of 2 or more wolveglgied a minimum estimate of 422 wolves in
Montana. Thirty-nine packs qualified as a Breed®agr according to the federal recovery
definition (an adult male and female with two suivg pups on December 31). Across the
southern Montana experimental area (Central IdakicGreater Yellowstone areas combined),
there were 37 packs, 16 of which met the Breedaigd®iteria. A minimum of 209 wolves

were estimated (87 in the GYA and 122 in the CIBgross the northwest Montana endangered
area, there were 36 packs, 23 of which met thediorgeoair criteria. A minimum of 213 wolves
was estimated in the NWMT endangered area.

Montana Wildlife Services (WS) confirmed that 7%tlea 27 sheep, 3 dogs, 1 llama, and 12
domestic goats were killed by wolves in calendary@007. Additional losses (both injured and
dead livestock) most certainly occurred, but cowdtibe confirmed. Most depredations
occurred on private property. Seventy three wolWwere killed to reduce the potential for further
depredations. Of the 73, 62 were killed by USDAdNe Services, 7 were killed by private
citizens under the 2005 10j regulations and 4 Weled by private citizens who had been issued
a permit in the experimental area of southern Muaenta

Wolves in Montana prey primarily on elk, deer, andose. Numerous research projects are
investigating wolf-ungulate relationships. Montdfsh, Wildlife & Parks recently compiled
research results of wolf-ungulate interactionsantewest Montana. This report and other
information about wolves and the Montana prograeneamailable at
www.fwp.mt.gov/wildthings/wolf




INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Wolf recovery in Montana began in the early 1980 ay wolves increased in number and
expanded their distribution in Montana becauseatdiral emigration from Canada and a
successful federal effort that reintroduced wolveés Yellowstone National Park (YNP) and the
wilderness areas of central Idaho. Montana costaamtions of all 3 federal recovery areas: the
Northwest Montana Endangered Area (NWMT), the Gentlaho Experimental Area (CID),

and the Greater Yellowstone Experimental Area (G{Agure 1).

The biological requirements for wolf recovery irethorthern Rocky Mountains of Montana,
Idaho, and Wyoming were met in December 2002. ietioe U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) can propose to delist gray wolves, fedmahagers must be confident that a secure,
viable population of gray wolves will persist ifqtections of the Endangered Species Act (ESA)
were removed. To provide that assurance, thesstéiielontana, Idaho, and Wyoming

developed wolf conservation and management platisdopted other regulatory mechanisms in
state law.

In late 2003, all 3 states submitted wolf manageamtms to USFWS for review. Based on the
USFWS'’s independent review of the state manageplans and state law, analysis of the
comments of independent peer reviewers and thessStasponses to those reviews, USFWS
approved the Montana and Idaho management plamsimg adequate to assure maintenance of
their state’s share of the recovered tri-state wofulation. Wyoming’s plan, however, was not

approved. USFWS will not propose delisting urité ¥Vyoming plan and associated state laws
can be approved.
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Figure 1. Northern Rockies gray wolf recovery area congatief the states of Montana, Idaho,
and Wyoming



After amending its Record of Decision to complyhwithe Montana Environmental Policy Act,
MFWP increased its role in day-to-day wolf recovangl management in northwest Montana
under an interim interagency cooperative agreemes though wolves remain protected under
the federal Endangered Species Act. USFWS prowdedt funding.

In 2005, MFWP expanded its responsibility for wadinservation and management statewide.
Additional federal funding became available thro@gngress, beginning in federal fiscal year
2004. A new MFWP-USFWS interagency cooperativeaagent was finalized in June 2005.
With a clear agreement in place and federal funtbrgupport the work, MFWP became the lead
agency for wolf conservation and management std&ewi June 2005, though its role and
participation gradually increased from spring 2@@4une 2005. The agreement is effective
through June 2010, or until the wolf populatioMontana is removed from the federal list of
threatened or endangered species, or until amdndeiiher party.

The cooperative agreement allows Montana to impiente approved state plan to the extent
possible and within the guidelines of federal ragjohs. The cooperative agreement authorizes
Montana to conduct traditional wolf management saglpopulation monitoring, direct problem
wolf control, take wolves under certain circumses)acoordinate and authorize research, and
coordinate and lead wolf information and educafiopgrams. Montana is committed to
maintaining the recovered status of its share ®NRM wolf population.

In 2007, USFWS proposed changes to the federalatgu pertaining to the 10j experimental
area across southern Montana. Between 200,008GhH800 public comments were received
and USFWS was expected to make a decision eafl§08.

Also in 2007, USFWS proposed a Northern RockiesiisPopulation Segment and to delist
gray wolves from the federal Endangered Species Aato alternative delisting scenarios were
discussed. One option was delisting within théestaf Montana and Idaho only. The other
option included Wyoming, pending USFWS acceptaricts gtate management plan and state
law. Between 200,000 and 300,000 comments wesvet. USFWS is expected to make a
final decision early in 2008.

This annual report presents information on theustatistribution, and management of wolves in
the State of Montana from January 1 to Decembe2@Q7.

STATEWIDE PROGRAM OVERVIEW

The Montana Wolf Conservation and Management Rldrased on the work of a citizen’s
advisory council. Completed in 2003, the foundadiof the plan are to recognize gray wolves

as a native species and a part of Montana’s wéldliéritage, to approach wolf management
similar to other wildlife species such as mountains, to manage adaptively, and to address and
resolve conflicts.

However, because wolves are still listed, some efesof Montana'’s plan cannot be
implemented. The legal classification and fedezgllations place wolves into 2 separate



categories in Montana — endangered in northern d@nand experimental non-essential across
southern Montana (Figure 2). Wolf-livestock cottfliare addressed and resolved using a
combination of the statewide adaptive managemmggers identified in the Montana plan and
the federal regulations. In northwest Montana, B89 Interim Control Plan provides less
flexibility to agencies and livestock owners. ntrast, more flexibility is provided through the
revised 10(j) regulations (finalized in February3n

In the early stages of implementation, a core tedaxperienced individuals led wolf
monitoring efforts and worked directly with privdedowners. MFWP’s wolf team also
worked closely with and increasingly involved othd&fWP personnel in program activities. As
time goes by, Montana wolf conservation and managenvill transition to a more fully
integrated program, led and implemented at the MR&gional level. USDA Wildlife Services
(WS) investigates injured and dead livestock, ariWP works closely with them to resolve
conflicts.

Overview of Wolf Ecology in Montana

Wolves were distributed primarily in the NRM regiohwestern Montana east to the Beartooth
face near Red Lodge. Montana wolf pack territoaiesrage around 200 square miles in size but
can be 300 square miles or larger. Montana paksde a combination of public and private
lands. The average pack territory in Montana mmased of about 30% private land. Most
Montana packs do not live strictly in back countijderness areas. Of the 73 packs in
Montana, 10 (about 14% of all Montana packs) residst of the year in remote backcountry or
wilderness areas or Glacier National Park. Maimers live in public land areas with more

public access and habitat fragmentation than wileles areas or Glacier National Park.
However, the majority of Montana wolf packs liveareas where mountainous terrain,
intermountain valleys, and public / private lands iatermixed.

Dispersal distances in the northern Rockies avesagat 60 miles, but dispersals over 500
linear miles have been documented. A 500-mileusattiom any wolf pack in YNP, Glacier
National Park (GNP), or any pack in western Montawnald plausibly reach all the way to
Montana’s eastern border. Montanans should beeatliat wolves are established well enough
in the northern Rockies now that a wolf could appéaere none has been seen for decades.
Wolves are capable of covering long distanceslatively short periods of time and often travel
separately or in smaller groups. The travel abditwolves, combined with the fact that packs
split, with sub-groups traveling separately, caregn impression that there are more wolf packs
and territories than is actually the case. Packitoong efforts, especially when combined with
public / agency wolf reports, eventually leads taclusion about how many packs exist.

Wolf packs are family groups that consist of a dieg pair and their offspring of the current

year and/or previous years and occasionally ure@hablves. Offspring usually disperse from

the natal pack at 1, 2 or 3 years of age. Fror@518 2006, the average pack in Montana was
approximately 5.5 animals. In 2007, the averagk g&ze in Montana was 5.7 animals. There
was no difference in average size of wolf packihenorthern endangered area and the southern
experimental area.
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Figure 2. Map of the interim federal wolf management aga®ving the endangered area
where the 1999 Interim Wolf Control Plan applied #ime experimental area where the
10(j) regulations apply. The central Idaho andaBreYellowstone experimental
areas are shown as one since the approved statentdna’s state wolf plan allows
the special 10(j) regulations to apply equally acle area.

Montana wolves can be black, gray, or nearly whiéld wolves are sometimes mistaken for
coyotes or domestic dogs. But a wolf's large diaeg legs, narrow chest, large feet, and wide /
blocky head and snout distinguish it from the ottearid species. Adult male wolves average
about 100 pounds, but can weigh as much as 130dgoufemales weigh slightly less.

Population Estimation and Monitoring Methods

The statewide Montana wolf population was estimated calendar year basis (January to
December). A mid-year estimate is completed andenaxailable, usually in September. It was
based on preliminary denning and litter informationpacks that carried over from the previous
calendar year and any “new” packs that were verifig mid-year. A year-end estimate was
made on December 31, based upon the best avaitéitmation.

There can be considerable changes between Septamb8&ecember estimates. Some packs
may appear in the mid-year estimate but drop owtden the September and the December
estimate if it was not verified during the secomadf of the year. Some “new” packs were
verified for the first time between the mid-yeadarear-end estimates. The mid-year estimate
and the final year-end estimate were both consitleneimum counts because of the significant
logistical challenges associated with monitoringide-ranging species with large home ranges.
It was not possible to count every wolf in Montabat MFWP did use all available information
that could be verified.

Wolf monitoring is conducted using a variety oflgand techniques in combination, as is the
case for other wildlife species. Common wolf moriiig techniques include: radio telemetry,
howling and track surveys, reports from the pubhd other natural resource agency

professionals, and reports from private landown&&WP made a concerted effort in 2005 to



invite the public to help monitor wolves in Montamasharing information about wolves or wolf
sign they observed while afield. The MFWP webst® offers a way for the public to report
their information electronically (seeww.fwp.mt.gov/wildthings/wolf. Public reports were a
tremendous help in prioritizing MFWP’s field effert A wolf pack must be verified by agency
personnel to be included in the final statewideybaipon estimate.

A typical sequence is as follows. MFWP and otlgamey cooperators receive a report of a wolf
observation, wolf sign, or injured/dead livestoobni the public or an agency colleague.
Because it is very difficult to gauge the relialyiland validity of the report and it is even more
difficult to verify given how much wolves travel denvironmental conditions which obliterate
tracks or degrade scats, these reports are loged database with as much spatially explicit
information as is provided. Reports of lone ansyal wolf sign must eventually be linked to
other reports to build a pattern or cluster, whickurn helps direct and prioritize field effort#.
MFWP receives reports of multiple individuals (gpoaf wolves or multiple sets of tracks), pair
bonding and pack territory establishment are hidglkbly. These eventually can form a pattern
as well.

MFWP has and will continue to use volunteers wigieyatically search areas of current wolf
reports, areas of past wolf activity, or noted “gjaip wolf activity despite adequate prey base.
MFWP personnel also conduct systematic searchesckTogs are taken during these “routes”
and waypoints recorded when wolf sign is found.

The next step occurs when patterns and field remissance yield enough information to
validate wolves were in the area. A decision waslerabout whether to try and capture a wolf
or not. Many factors were considered when pring field efforts across the state. Not all
packs needed to have radio collars, while othersildhhave had one or more collars.
Regardless, radio telemetry has been the stanelenditjue with other protocols developed and
validated based on a sample of collared packsje@rstaff spent much of their time throughout
the year conducting ground-based trapping opemstaonl helicopter darting in winter. Reliable
information about specific packs and the overallestide population was essential to implement
the approved state plan and adhere to the fedsgalations.

If a pack was trapped and a radio collar is deloFWP flew 1 to 2 times per month to
locate the collared animal. In addition, wolvegevground tracked to determine where they
localized throughout the year and the number ofremtraveling together. Den sites and
rendezvous sites were visited to determine if répction had taken place. Additional
information may be collected, such as ungulatdediidentification of private lands used by
wolves, identification of public land grazing aleénts where conflicts could occur, or common
travel patterns.

At the end of the year, MFWP compiled informatiattegered through field surveys, telemetry,
and public reporting. This results in a greatetarstanding of wolf pack distribution, individual
pack sizes, pelage colors, mortality, pup productimme range sizes and patterns of use within
the territory, dispersal events, and disease. iffloemation also guided decision-making when
livestock depredations were confirmed. MFWP alsimed insight into the large area wolves
inhabit, the dynamics of pack size, and territdrijts within and between years.



MFWP estimated the number of individual wolves (&land pups of the year) in each pack
having a radio-collared member. Reliable estimat® made for packs without collars, based
on public and other agency reports. The numberabfes in radio-collared packs was added to
the number of wolves in verified, uncollared packesulting in the minimum statewide
population total. If lone dispersing animals wacegounted for reliably, they are also included.

Through it's monitoring program, MFWP was requitedlso tally and report the number of
“breeding pairs” according the federal recoveryird#bn of “an adult male and a female wolf
that have produced at least 2 pups that survivatiecember 31.” Montana is required to
maintain at least 10 breeding pairs as an absoiutenum. Packs of 2 or more wolves that met
the recovery definition are considered “breedinggiand noted as such in the summary tables.
Not all packs in Montana satisfy the breeding pateria. This can be caused by the loss of 1 or
both adults because of mortality or dispersal, lafotenning activity, or the loss of pups to the
extent the surviving litter consists of less thgoups.

The total number of packs was determined by cogrtie number of packs with 2 or more
individual animals that existed on the Montana tnaghe on December 31. If a pack was
removed because of livestock conflicts or otherwligienot exist at the end of the calendar year
(e.g. disease, natural/illegal mortality or dispérdt was not included in the year-end total or
displayed on the Montana wolf pack distribution ni@apthat calendar year.

Such comprehensive information allowed Montanadicudhent the maintenance of its share of
the recovered NRM tri-state population and thatMlemtana population was secure in 2005.
The Montana wolf population was more intensivelynitared on a consistent, year-round basis
than any other wildlife species in the state.

In 2007, a total of 18 packs straddled a bordevdenh Montana and a different administrative
jurisdiction (e.g. the State of Idaho or Canada)western Montana, a total of 12 packs
straddled the Montana / Idaho state line and wadlied in the Montana minimum estimates.
Nine of those 12 were in the Bitterroot (Montanatiom of the Central Idaho Experimental
Area) and 2 were in the lower Clark Fork (Montaoatipn of the Northwest Montana
Endangered Area). An additional 4 also straddiedviontana / Idaho state line, but were tallied
in the Idaho population estimate (2 each in thet@éfdaho Experimental Area and the
Northwest Montana Endangered Area, respectivelyo additional packs straddled the
Montana / Canada border but they were not includéde Montana estimate.

NRM wolf program cooperators have agreed that padkse tallied in the population in the
administrative area where the den site was localfeitie den site was not known with certainty,
amount of time, percent of territory, or the numbkwolf reports were the next criteria
considered for determining pack residency. On®froject partners generally had the lead for
wolf monitoring, but the information was shared a&tyu This assures that all packs were
accounted for, but none were double-counted in fadipn estimates. Transboundary packs
were included in Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4 for the adstriative region in which the animals were
counted.



Montana Statewide Wolf Population and Distribution

The Montana wolf population is secure above th&H&ding Pair minimum. Wolves and wolf
packs themselves, however, are very dynamic oMth@ana landscape. Some packs do not
persist from year to year for a variety of reasonke loss of packs in the Montana population
could be due to a variety of factors, including talities and poor pup production / survival due
to parasites and disease, and lethal control toeadatonflicts with livestock. In some cases,
some packs that were either verified or suspect@d06 no longer existed by the end of 2007.

A total of 19 new packs formed between 2006 and’20@owever, 6-8 packs that existed in
January 2007 no longer existed by the end of thendar for a variety of reasons. Mange has
been a factor in the Montana portion of the GYA sinwotably in the Paradise Valley and
eastward towards Big Timber.

The Montana minimum wolf population estimate insexhabout 34% from 316 wolves in 2006
to 422 in 2007 (minimum increase of 106 wolvesy(fe 3A). The number of Breeding Pairs
(by the federal recovery definition) in Montanale end of 2007 was 39 (Figure 3B). The
number of packs statewide (2 or more wolves) iregddrom 46 in 2005 to 60 to 2006 to 73 in
2007. Packs for which size was known with confaeat the end of the year averaged 5.7
wolves (range 2-15). The larger packs tendedstoih remote backcountry areas, wilderness, or
Glacier National Park.

The vast majority of the total statewide increas&d® wolves (or 19 packs of 2 or more wolves)
occurred in far western Montana. The increaseaepeto be influenced by the geographic
proximity of the ID wolf population, a much large&source” population than YNP.
Approximately 87% of the increase in the minimunmer of wolves occurred in the NWMT
federal recovery area and the Montana portion &f €imbined (46 wolves in each area,
respectively). However, a greater percentagesass occurred in the Montana portion of the
CID (south of Lolo Pass and west of I-15). Seeaufeg 4(A) and 4(B).

In NWMT, the minimum estimate increased from 167wee at the end of 2006 to 213 at the
end of 2007 (increase of about 28%). Overall wdtribution in NWMT expanded with the
increase in the number of packs. Twenty threesgbecks met the Breeding Pair criteria. The
minimum number of verified packs in NWMT increasesm 19 in 2005 to 31 in 2006 to 36 in
2007. Several new packs started from dispersal futhin the NWMT area over the last 1-3
years.

In the experimental area across southern Montatteand of 2007, there were 37 packs, 16 of
which met the Breeding Pair criteria. In the Maagortion of the GYA, there was an
estimated minimum of 87 wolves in 14 packs, and the packs met the Breeding Pair criteria.
In MTGYA, the population increased by a minimuml@ wolves (16%) from 2006 to 2007.
Seven of the 12 wolves added to the minimum estimatre lone individuals and did not appear
to be affiliated with a pack. In the Montana pantiof CID at the end of 2007, there was an
estimated minimum of 122 wolves in 23 packs, awd the packs met the Breeding Pair criteria.
This represents a 61% increase from 2006 to 20070(2122 wolves, respectively).
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Greater Yellowstone Recovery (GYA; experimentatd éhe Montana portion of the
Central Idaho Recovery Area (MT CID; experimenta§99-2007.
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Of notable interest for the southern Montana expenital areas was that wolf pack distribution
expanded primarily within the area of western Moata already expected to have wolves
(Figure 5). The minimum number of verified packdhe southern Montana experimental area
increased from 27 packs in both 2005 and 2006 toaB8s in 2007.

The number of wolf packs in the Montana portiorCéb increased by from 2005 to 2006 and
again in 2007 (11, 15, 23, respectively). In casiythe Montana portion of the GYA decreased
by 3 packs from 2005 to 2006, but increased byckpto 14 between 2006 and 2007. These
differences are probably due to more numerous sstdevolf dispersal events into Montana
from ldaho than from the YNP over the last few geaWWhereas the wolf population in YNP
will always be secure and a source of dispersinilyesanto Montana, the YNP wolf population
is smaller and nearly all available space withirkg@oundaries has been claimed by a pack.
This is in contrast to the larger ID populationttbantinues to increase in both number and
geographic distribution in an easterly directioonfrthe original reintroduction sites. Thus the
western Montana and the Idaho wolf populations appg to be merging as new packs form in
formerly unoccupied habitats.

The statewide increase from 2006 to 2007 was daevaviety of factors. Some was attributed
to a real increase in wolf numbers in 2007, sine@ymew packs formed and produced pups in
2007. MFWP has been documenting dispersal evadtii;wontana’s state borders that result
in new pairs / packs forming. A total of 19 newckswere verified in 2007; however, some
packs that existed on January 1, 2007 did not ntakeough the year for a variety of reasons,
including human-caused mortality and/or diseasthe2006 packs did not exist at the end of
2007. By the end of 2007, the dynamic nature df packs was such that the number of packs
increased by a net total of 19 from 2006 to 2007.

It is also important to note that MFWP'’s increaséfdrts to monitor wolves in recent years
compared to previous years could partially exptasmincreases. MFWP re-hired two seasonal
conservation technicians and brought on additisohinteers to help with 2007 monitoring
efforts. The volunteers contributed about 3000rtigalmost 1.5 FTE) to conduct field surveys
to investigate public and agency wolf reports anttdpping operations between May and
November. Seasonal technician and volunteer sffeere in addition to volunteers and full
time agency personnel.

MFWP’s field staff monitored the population yeaunal, using a variety of techniques. In
addition, MFWP made a concerted effort to gathef veports from the public and other agency
professionals. Two or three of the “new” packsfient in 2007 were noted as suspected packs
at the end of the year in 2006, but were not coréat and included in the 2006 population
estimate.

In conclusion, the Montana wolf population is sphiighly equally between the northern
Montana endangered area (NWMT 213 wolves) anddbthern Montana experimental area
(209 wolves). Packs are also roughly distributguladly between northern and southern
Montana (Figure 5).
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Several dispersal events were documented in 200 described in the Overview sections of the
Interim Management Areas below. Of particular nstine southward dispersal of a male wolf
wearing a global positioning satellite collar.left the pack within which it was marked
northwest of Lethbridge, Alberta Canada and traysteuthwest and is in Idaho near the town of
Clarkia (about 260 airline miles away from his hatck). MFWP personnel were in close
communication with a colleague in Pincher Creekefl through the period. The wolf was also
observed and reported to MFWP by some spring idaek hunters in the Lower Clark Fork
River area. Several collared wolves went “missinffiese animals either experienced collar
failure, were killed and the collar disabled ortdeged, or dispersed from their pack and could

turn up elsewhe
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Figure 5. Verified wolf pack distribution in the State ontana, as of December 31, 2007.

Development of a Public Wolf Hunting / Trapping Seaon

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is expddo delist gray wolves from the
Endangered Species Act in early 2008. Regulatetiqploarvest was first endorsed by the
Governor’s Wolf Advisory Council in 2000 and evesaity included in Montana’s wolf
conservation and management plan. The 2001 Lagislpassed SB 163, reclassifying the wolf
as a species in need of management upon federatateddelisting (MCA 87-5-131). The 2007
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Legislature created a wolf license (SB 372). Ostatutes within MCA enable the FWP
Commission to adopt rules and general regulatiodsspecific regulations pertaining to wolf
hunting and trapping as a species in need of managfe

FWP first began exploring the idea of how to degighlic hunting and trapping for wolves
early in 2007. Ultimately, FWP crafted a proposedson and presented it to the FWP
Commission at their meeting in December, 2007. tidgrcould only be implemented when
wolves are successfully delisted and if there aseenthan 15 Breeding Pairs of wolves in
Montana. Despite awkward appearances, FWP waoteave forward with the proposal so
that adequate time could be devoted to the techwim as well as public comment. In
adopting a tentative wolf season proposal in De@rib07, the Commission enabled FWP to
gather public comment, beginning in January 200i8al decisions would be made in early
2008.

FWP recommended that wolf hunting and trapping@esabe established in two steps. First, the
basic components, such as season dates, managernignmeans of take etc. would be
determined through the regular biennial seasomgdtimeline and process. These are the rules
and regulations that outline what'’s legal and whaiot with respect to licensed public harvest as
well as other regulations pertaining to gray woleksssified as a species in need of management
under Montana Code Annotated. Hunting / trappeegen frameworks are adopted in Montana
on a two year (biennial) cycle, with the procesgiti@ing with presentation of tentative

proposals in December every other odd numbered y&a public has an opportunity to
comment during the month of January. FWP reviemdip comment and may modify the
proposal prior to making a final recommendatiothi Commission at the first meeting in
February of next calendar year. The Commissionlavthen make a final decision, thereby
creating rules and regulations for the next twayea

The second step is to determine the actual nunfhveolges that could be harvested. This is
addressed in a separate decision process. FVéBasmending that total wolf harvest be finite
and regulated through a quota system. Withindhata system, general licenses would be
available for hunting with limited special permits trapping. The actual quota would be
determined through the regular annual quota-septingess at future FWP Commission
meetings. At a later time and depending on defigtirogress, FWP would recommend tentative
guotas and would gather public comment. The FWR@ission would then adopt final quotas
in the late summer of each calendar year. Qua&aset on an annual basis.

Incorporating public hunting and trapping into theerall wolf management program will enable
the Department to more fully incorporate wolve®ilMontana’s wildlife heritage by enabling
sportsmen and women to participate in wolf congemaand management similar to other
wildlife species. This will help develop an addital constituency to advocate for its
conservation, as has been the case for mountais. lid/olves would be managed more
proactively and in conjunction with natural preyppéations and other carnivores in a more
ecological manner.
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Wolf Health Monitoring and Disease Surveillance

MFWP’s Wildlife Research Laboratory (Lab) in Bozamaayed an important role in Montana’s
wolf monitoring program. In 2005, MFWP’s wildlifeeterinarian drafted a biomedical protocol
that guides all wolf capture, physical or chemioainobilization procedures, and animal care
and handling procedures. Supplementary trainingpravided in 2006, and routine
consultation assured adherence to the protocotitiddally, lab personnel carried out routine
wolf health and disease surveillance by collectiigrmation from both live and dead wolves
submitted in 2007.

Blood samples collected by MFWP and WS from livptaaed wolves were sent to the Lab.
Blood was screened for exposure to various diseasedssome was archived in a DNA
repository. Usable samples were forwarded for helogy, biochemistry, and serology
screening. All of the hematology and biochemisésults were within normal limits expected
for wolves. However, serology results indicateak thnost of those individuals had been exposed
to some common canid viral and bacterial diseasasine parvovirus, canine distemper, canine
adenovirus, and leptospirosis. The presence stthatibodies in blood collected from live
wolves indicated exposure at some time in the afsrhife, but that it survived the exposure.
While there has been much speculation about theecafuow pup counts in southwest Montana
and inside YNP in recent years, clinical eviderecednfirm the cause/s was very difficult to
obtain. The 2006 Montana Wolf Conservation and &gment Annual Report (Sime et al.
2007) provided an in-depth summary of results te dagarding diseases in Montana wolves.

For the last two years, MFWP has been cooperatiaguniversity of lllinois study examining
contaminants and toxins in western gray wolf kidne$amples are also being submitted from
the Canadian provinces. In 2007, MFWP obtainedtiaddl useable kidney samples from
Montana wolves. Mid-year, MFWP personnel assisteshipping and transferring kidney
samples obtained in the Canadian provinces and fomtana to the University for analysis.
Results are not yet available.

Additionally, MFWP developed a protocol that calfed all dead wolves found in Montana to
be submitted to the lab for necropsy examinationless special instructions were provided, a
standard basic procedure was followed. Typicarmftion collected includes cause of death,
body weight, evidence of ectoparasites, etc. \arimological data were also collected. The
first premolar, the skull, and a tissue sample weetkected and stored. Salvageable hides were
retained and processed for educational purposks.vaterinarian had discretion to complete a
more in-depth necropsy if preliminary findings vwarted additional examination. Abnormal or
suspect tissues were submitted to the Montana Btagmostic Laboratory (or occasionally
elsewhere) for further evaluation. Lab personnay mlso assist and consult during USFWS law
enforcement investigations to determine cause athdend examine physical evidence. The
2006 Montana Wolf Conservation and Management AhRegort (Sime et al. 2007) provided
an in-depth summary of results to date for the y2803 to 2006.

Causes of documented wolf mortality in 2007 arenshim Figure 6. The majority of wolf

mortality overall in Montana is related to humatisestock conflicts, car strikes, train strikes,
illegal killing, legal harvest in Canada, and iremdal to other activities (e.g. trapping/snaring).
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Of the 102 documented mortalities, 72% (n=73 wolvesre killed to address livestock related
conflicts. The remaining 28% (n=29 wolves) die@ dlegal / suspected illegal killing, legal
harvest in Canada, incidental trapping/snaringjmahtunknown, car/train, and incidental to
management or euthanasia for poor health.
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Figure 6. Causes of documented gray wolf mortality in Morat in 2007.

Wolf — Ungulate Relationships

In mountainous areas with harsh winter weather tiomd, less productive vegetation, and
multiple predator species including grizzly beavs|f predation seemed to be more influential
than in areas where livestock were present sedgarajlear round. Outside national parks,
Montana’s wolves routinely encountered livestotkthal wolf control to resolve wolf-livestock
conflicts seemed to decrease local wolf densitespoint where wolf predation did not appear
to significantly affect elk populations. See MF\®®06 Monitoring and Assessment Report at
http://fwp.mt.gov/wildthings/wolf/game.html

Montana elk herds that inhabit YNP seasonally ldeained, due in part to predation where
local wolf densities (among other predator speciese high. In a few areas, MFWP curtailed
hunter opportunity beginning in 2004. Yet in atheeas where wolves and elk interact, elk
numbers are stable or increasing. Two thirds efhilinting districts in southwest Montana (all
of which support wolves) are currently offering thest liberal hunting opportunities seen in
nearly 30 years as a management response to lfh@opulations.
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Research has shown that elk use habitat differentlye wolves have returned. One study
showed that when wolves were in the local areaspedit less time in open areas and more time
in forested areas. This seems to have affectedidudl hunters on individual days. Another
study showed that elk are not locally “displaced%bift habitat use when wolves are in an area.
Different vegetation patterns may explain why resdlffered. Hunters may need to adjust their
strategies. MFWP biologists now consider wolf\attiamong the many factors potentially
affecting big game populations and hunter success.

In addition, MFWP is actively involved in varioussearch projects that are investigating
predator-prey relations, population dynamics otklaears and mountain lions, large carnivore
monitoring techniques, and wildlife diseases. Bamlin (2006) on the MFWP website wolf
pages under “Wolves — Big Game” for additional mfiation on what MFWP has learned so far.
See also the main Northern Rockies bibliographjusted in this report.

Wolf — Livestock Interactions in Montana: General Overview

Montana wolves routinely encounter livestock orhbmiiblic grazing allotments and private
land. Wolves are opportunistic predators, mogtrofieeking wild prey. However, some wolves
“learn” to prey on livestock and teach this behawwoother wolves. Wolf depredations are very
difficult to predict in space and time. BetweerB1%nd 2007, the vast majority of cattle and
sheep wolf depredation incidents confirmed by W&8uaed on private lands. The likelihood of
detecting injured or dead livestock is probablyheigon private lands where there was greater
human presence than on remote public land grafioignents. The magnitude of under-
detection of loss on public allotments was not knowonetheless, most cattle depredations
occurred in the spring or fall months while sheeprédations occurred more sporadically
throughout the year.

Historically, WS investigated reports of injuredd®ad livestock or domestic dogs in Montana.
Between October 1, 1996 and September 30 2006,886ved approximately 679 complaints
of suspected wolf damage. The total number of damis received on a federal fiscal year
basis gradually increased over the last 10 yeatdebeled out at around 96 in the last 3 years.
In federal fiscal year 2007, however, the numbeawroif complaints received by WS increased to
159 from 97 in federal fiscal year 2006. Figurghdws the number of complaints received and
that about half of all complaints that are verifaesiwolf.

On average between 1987 and 2006, about 50% abthelaints received were confirmed as
wolf damage (injured or dead livestock or domeationals). About 75% of confirmed injured
or dead cattle involved calves (n=213). Of allfaomed injured or dead sheep, ewes comprised
about 34% (n=147), lambs accounted for 26% (n=14J,8% (n=35) were bucks. The
remainder was of unknown classification.

The rest were “not confirmed” or “probable” wolflaged (i.e. injuries or death which could be
due to a different predator species, poisonoudggléightning, disease, etc). In a 2005 survey
conducted by the National Agricultural Statisties\Bce, Montana cattle producers reported they
lost a total of 66,000 cattle and calves to allses, 3,000 of which were due to predators (4.5%
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of total losses). Coyotes were responsible for ®#%alves lost to predation in 2005 (1300 of
2400 total). The remaining 1,100 calves were Hildg all other Montana predator species
combined, including an unknown number by wolves.

In a 2006 survey, Montana sheep producers reptmsaty a total of 51,000 sheep (ewes and
lambs combined) to all causes, of which 14,100 shesre killed by predators (28% of total
sheep losses). In 2005, coyote predation accodotet®% of all predator losses (n=10,100)
and 20% of all death losses. Wolf predation actexlifor 1.4% of total reported predator losses
(n=200) (National Agricultural Statistics Service(?).

However, a restored wolf population in Montana espnts a new source of livestock mortality,
and it may in fact be significant for some indivadilivestock producers (see below). Wolf
presence may also lead to indirect losses becdusissing livestock or poor livestock
performance. In the cases that were either cladsifs a “confirmed” or a “probable” wolf
depredation, MFWP had to decide how to addrespridem with WS’s help and coordination
with the livestock producer.

Most wolves in Montana routinely encounter livegtdout do not kill livestock at each
encounter. On average through the last 10 ye@r25% of Montana wolf packs were

confirmed to have predated on livestock in anyigiyear. One pack has been on the landscape
for 18 years and was confirmed to have killed ligek a total of 3 times even though livestock
occurred within its territory and within 2 miles thie den site. Other packs depredate once or
twice a year, every other year, or at more widpced intervals. Still others depredate more
frequently, some demonstrating an escalating behgattern of actively hunting livestock in

the span of a few weeks or months. Packs that kiled livestock repeatedly and within short
periods of time, particularly adult-sized livestpekentually became sources of chronic conflict.
In these situations, lethal control occurred megutarly within and across years. In some
cases, incremental removal in a stepwise fashitem efpeated losses resulted in full pack
removal.

From 1987 — 2006, WS confirmed a total of 314 iraid of injured or dead livestock due to
wolves, affecting 162 different livestock owner€f all the affected livestock owners, more
experienced a single incident of confirmed wolf dage (n=101 of 162; 63%) than experienced
multiple incidents (n=61 of 162; 39%) (Figure &)lost confirmed incidents of injured or dead
livestock in Montana (n=213 of 314; 68%) involvédektock producers who experienced wolf
damage 2 or more times. The greatest number wfants experienced by a single livestock
owner in Montana was 16. Two owners experiencethdiflents, and two others experienced 7
incidents (Figure 9).

Our data demonstrated how variable wolf-livestogkflicts in Montana are within and among
years. At a course spatial scale, our data sugdéisat most conflicts occurred on private land
and that some areas are more prone to conflictdtiers, evidenced by the multiplicity of
events experienced by some producers. Still, amapf affected Montana producers
experienced a single incident of confirmed wolf dae (62%). Thus it is difficult to predict
exactly when and where wolves will attack livestegkhin an individual pack territory.
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Figure 7. Number of complaints received by USDA Wildlifer8ices as suspected wolf
damage and the percent of complaints verified dsdemage, federal fiscal years
1992 — 2007. Federal fiscal years from October Sdptember 30.

Occasionally, livestock were confirmed killed byédispersing wolves or a pair of wolves
passing through, as evidenced by the lack of @deasipack or subsequent instances of injured or
dead livestock or wolf sign in the area. In theiseations, the wolf usually does not return to the
original depredation site. In other instancesdiock are killed by remnants of packs that
became fragmented due to lethal control, dispensdisease-related mortality.

A total of 254 wolves were Killed to help resohandicts with livestock from 1987-2007

(Figure 10). Despite this level of lethal removarticularly in the early years, the Montana
population still increased in number and distribntidue primarily to immigration from central
Idaho and to growth from within the Montana popiglat YNP is always a source of wolves
dispersing into Montana; however, the MT portiorited GYA recovery area population has bee
relative stable or slightly increasing / decreadorghe last few years. From 2001-2007, an
average of 13.5% of the wolf population per yeas kiled due to conflicts with livestock
(Figure 11). Despite this level of removal duditestock conflicts, the Montana wolf
population continued to increase through the years.

-18 -



Percent of Livestock Producers Experiencing Single vs. Multiple
Confirmed Injured or Dead Livestock due to Wolves
(n=162 total producers affected)

17%

20%
63%

‘EI producer has single loss B producer has two losses  Oproducer has 3 or more ‘

Figure 8. Percent of Montana livestock producers expenmgna single vs. multiple confirmed
injured or dead livestock due to wolves, 1987-2006.

Percent of Wolf Depredation Events Affecting
Different Landowners
(n-314 total events)

47%

21%

O Landowner affected once

@ Landowner affected twice

DOLandowner affected three or more times

Figure 9. Percent of wolf depredation events of confirnmgdred or dead livestock affecting
different landowners in Montana, 1987-2006.
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Under the more flexible special federal regulationthe southern Montana experimental area, a
total of 10 wolves were legally killed by privatgizens when discovered in the act of chasing or
attacking livestock and 13 wolves were killed unsl@oot-on-sight permits from 2001-2006. In
2007, 7 wolves were killed while actively chasingestock and 4 wolves were killed on a
special permit. One of the 10j shootings and thefwolves killed under a permit were later
found to be in violation of the federal regulatiaml citations were issued. Those mortalities
are still tallied with the others. WS and MFWPe®ed numerous other reports of non-injurious
hazing and harassing, but records are not comefaiagh to report accurately.

Because wolves are still listed under ESA, woléstock conflicts were addressed using a
combination of the approved state plan and federallations. Among other things, MFWP
considered the number of breeding pairs statewidarathe respective interim management
areas (endangered area or experimental area), Wieenecident occurred, potential for
additional losses, and a pack’s previous histoti Wiwestock when deciding what to do.

MFWP and WS tried to connect the management respams the damage closely in space and
time, targeting the offending animal/s. WS persmarried out the lethal control work.

MFWP strove to assure the security of the overalf wopulation, while addressing depredation
losses and control in an incremental fashion resipety and as directed by the state plan.

Because most confirmed incidents of injured or deastock in Montana involve livestock
producers who were affected 2 or more times anidhtiost incidents occurred on private lands,
we believe the combination of proactive non-lethetlerrents combined with strategic
incremental lethal control of problem wolves is best way to resolve wolf-livestock conflicts.

Both MFWP and WS also provided advice and technifatrmation to individual livestock
producers about proactive strategies that may dsertheir risk of wolf depredations. Project
personnel also worked collaboratively with inteeglsprivate organizations and local-level
community groups (e.g. watershed groups) to protadbenical advice and to investigate non-
lethal methods of deterring livestock conflicts.

Non-lethal deterrents were explored and implemeptedctively to decrease the risk of wolf
depredations and were considered after confirmddpasbable wolf-caused losses. Several
different range rider projects were implemented=WP also deployed fladry and electrified
fladry on private property in several location007. MFWP personnel collaborated with other
wolf managers from around the world to discuss n&ys to address conflicts and to exchange
“experiences.” MFWP and WS staff worked closelghare information throughout the year.
This collaboration allowed for timely and well thght out decisions with respect to the
application of both non-lethal and lethal tools witenflicts occurred. Fladry, electric night
pens, increased human presence, and non-injuribaging or harassment were all implemented
by both private citizens and agency personnel.

While wolves remain listed under ESA, there are tlifferent classifications and legal
frameworks for addressing wolf-livestock confli¢isgure 2). Wolves across northern Montana
are classified as endangered, which offered beésiock producers and MFWP less flexibility.
The 1999 Interim Control Plan ultimately guided idems about lethal control. Citizens cannot
harass or kill wolves on private lands, state Isasefederal lands. State and federal agency
personnel were responsible for all harassmentigctnd lethal control of all wolves in the
endangered area.
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Wolves across southern Montana are classified psriemental, nonessential. Because Montana
has a federally-approved management plan, addititaxability became available to both
MFWP and livestock producers in February 2005. wimas the 10(j) regulations, members of
the public in the experimental area had the abitityon-injuriously harass wolves that were too
close to livestock any time. If wolves were seetivaly chasing or attacking livestock on
private or federally permitted lands during thawscpermit, livestock owners, their immediate
family members or employees could legally takeviiof. Physical evidence that demonstrated
that an attack was imminent was required. All safeharassment or lethal take had to be
reported to MFWP within 24 hours. The 10(j) regiola was patterned after the Montana
“defense of property” statutes that will take effepon delisting allowing take “in the act” of
attacking domestic livestock. In 2005, 7 wolvesenlled by private citizens under the 10(j)
rule compared to 2 in 2006. In 2007, a total @folves were killed under the 10j regulation.

Depredation Incidents in 2007

The majority of wolf-livestock interactions tookgake in the experimental area across southern
Montana. Livestock densities (number of cattle sinelep per square mile) in south central
Montana counties are some of the highest of amjdntana. Habitat, ungulate distribution, and
landscape features placed wolves and livestoclosec proximity in space and time than other
parts of the state.

WS confirmed that, statewide, 75 cattle, 27 sh8ajgmestic dogs and 1 llama were killed by
wolves in calendar year 2007 (Figure 10). Appratety 32% of Montana packs had confirmed
livestock kills at some point in 2007. AdditionaVestigations were determined to be probable
wolf depredations or confirmed injured livestodkurthermore, some livestock producers
reported “missing” livestock and suspected wolfdaten. Other reported indirect losses
include poor weight gain and aborted pregnancideere is no doubt that there are
undocumented losses. It is difficult to quantifyedt and indirect economic losses in totality.
Most depredations occurred on private propertyweB8ty three wolves were killed to reduce the
potential for further depredations in 2007. Of #¥ 7 were killed by private citizens on private
land under the 2005 10(j) regulations and 4 welleckby private citizens who had been issued a
permit in the experimental area of southern Montafhiae remaining 62 were killed by WS
using either ground or aerial based methods. Tbaeks were removed entirely due to chronic
livestock conflicts (Bearmouth, Fleecer Mountaing 8Vedge). Another pack had been slated
for complete removal but it was not completed (Héwo

In the endangered area across northern Montanapthber of livestock and dogs confirmed
killed increased from 2006 levels, as did the nunabevolves killed. WS confirmed a total of
26 cattle, 5 sheep, 3 dogs and 1 llama as havieg kided by wolves in 2007. A total of 19
wolves were killed in NWMT. The increase in livesk loss and lethal wolf control was due
primarily to continued and chronic depredations esrdoval of wolves from the Hewolf pack.
Hewolf pack members first began killing livestockd006 and the pattern continued through
much of 2007. A total of 12 wolves were removahfrthis area (63% of the total number of
wolves killed in NWMT in 2007). Several livestopkoducers in the Hewolf pack territory
participated in a field trial experiment of elefi&d fladry. None of the losses occurred within
the electrified fladry pastures. A total of 6 @ @L7%) packs had confirmed depredations. See
pack narratives below.
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In the Montana portion of the GYA, the number ofiftoned livestock losses increased in 2007
from 2006. Incidents in 2007 occurred primarilyBigounties where livestock conflicts have
occurred in the past (Park, Madison, and Beave)heAsb confirmed a total of 24 cattle, 17
sheep, and 13 goats. A total of 23 wolves wettekil6 of which were killed by private

citizens). The increase in total livestock losd Bthal control was apparently due to an increase
in the percentage of packs in the GYA that killegstock. In 2006, 3 of 15 (20%) packs killed
livestock whereas in 2007, 9 of 18 packs (50%kgHilivestock. Of the 18 packs that existed at
some point in 2007, only 14 existed at the endhefytear due to the effects of mange, conflicts
with livestock, and interactions with other wolvdsethal control in one of the 18 packs was
implemented to remove the entire pack due to cbhrdepredations on private land (Wedge).

In the Montana portion of the CID, the number affaoned livestock losses increased in 2007
compared to 2006. WS confirmed a total of 25 eattld 3 sheep lost to wolves. A total of 31
wolves were killed (5 of which were killed by prieacitizens when wolves were actively
chasing or attacking livestock). In 2006, 6 of(33%) packs killed livestock. Of the 25 packs
that existed at some point in 2007, 10 (40%) killedstock. Two packs were completely
removed (Bearmouth and Fleecer Mountain) due torgbiivestock conflicts and did not exist
at the end of the year.

Private citizens killed 11 of the 73 (15% of tota)lves removed in the Montana portion of the
GYA and CID experimental areas combined in 200&vef wolves were killed under the 10())
regulations and 4 were killed by permit in 20071 & the wolves killed in Montana by private
citizens under the 10j regulation or as authorizgd shoot-on-sight permit were killed on
private land.

Between 1987 and 2006, most confirmed cattle dgpi@devents in Montana occurred in

spring (March, April, May) when calves were smaltlanost vulnerable. A smaller spike
occurred in the fall (September and October), predly as food demands of the pack increased
and pups are traveling with the pack. In additieiid ungulates were still well dispersed on
summer range and young-of-the-year ungulates were mobile. Most confirmed sheep
depredation events in Montana occurred in JulyteSeber, and October. Because of their
smaller size relative to cattle or other classds/estock, sheep are vulnerable to wolf predation
year round. Similar patterns of peak depredatativity were observed in 2007.

Defenders of Wildlife: Bailey Wildlife Foundation Wolf Compensation Trust
(source: http://www.defenders.org/wolfcomp.htjml

In 1987, Defenders of Wildlife (Defenders) creas&100,000 fund to compensate livestock
producers in the NRM for verified livestock losskee to wolves. The goal was to help reduce
wolf-related economic losses as a result of walbwery. The trust expanded to $200,000 in
1999. In the fall of 2000, the wolf and grizzlyaneompensation fund and trusts were renamed
the Bailey Wildlife Foundation Wolf Compensatiorust. This is the only compensation
program currently available in Montana.
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Figure 10. Confirmed cattle and sheep depredation anduh#&aer of wolves lethally controlled
in the State of Montana based on investigationd BpA Wildlife Services, 1995-
2007.
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The program pays for 100% of the fall market vdtrea WS-confirmed wolf-caused loss up to
$2000 per animal and 50% of the market value fobable losses. More recently, Defenders
increased the cap per animal to $3000 and implesdesdime criteria that are supposed to be met
in order for a claim to be paid. Livestock lossesered include: sheep, cattle, horses, mules,
goats, llamas, donkeys, pigs, chickens, geeseg\tgrlerding dogs and livestock guarding dogs.
Consult the website for additional information.

Defenders of Wildlife also created the ProactivenB@are Conservation Fund to prevent conflict
between imperiled predators and humans beforecitrec The fund was renamed The Bailey
Wildlife Foundation Proactive Carnivore Conservatiund in recognition for the foundation’s
gift. If landowners or other entities have repdaieedator problems, Defenders will consider
funding projects that could help reduce conflict.

If the concept is practical and within the meangheforganization, Defenders will share the cost
of the project. Projects can also be proposedovgimnment agencies or producers. According
to Defenders, the proactive fund has three objestivto reduce conflicts between predators and
humans, to keep predators from being killed by agsnn response to human conflicts, and to
increase general tolerance for carnivores acraesktidscape in an effort to expand the range of
predators across the American West by reducingicob&tween predators and humans.

From 1987 through December 2007, Defenders of Wilghaid a total of approximately
$298,109 in claims in the State of Montana (Figl2g From 2000 to 2005 (inclusive), the total
amount paid was $158,451 (65% of the total paidléamtana 1987-2005), averaging about
$26,408 per year. The amount paid in any one nggayed from $7,935 to $54,757. Increases in
total payments from 2005-2007 reflect increasindf wombers in Montana.
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Figure 12 Compensation payments paid in Montana by DefsnofeWildlife, 1987 through
December 2007, according to calendar year of payar@hparameters set forth by
Defenders of Wildlife. Sourcehttp://www.defenders.org/wolfcomp.html
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Montana Livestock Loss Reduction and Mitigation Prgram: a Montana-based
Reimbursement Program

The Montana Wolf Conservation and Management Pdlactfor creation of a Montana-based
program to address the economic impacts of verlielf-caused livestock losses. The plan
identified the need for an entity independent fidifWP to administer the program. The plan
also identified that the reimbursement program wdd funded through sources independent
from MFWP’s wolf management dollars and other MFW/Rds intended for fish and wildlife
management.

In keeping with Montana’s tradition of broad-bas#@tzen participation in wolf conservation
and management, a diverse, 30-member working graip!} times in 2005. The working group
was comprised of private citizens, representatings non —governmental organizations, and
representatives from state and federal agenciesmaler subcommittee continued to meet in
2006. This group finalized a framework which tlmtame the basis for legislation in the 2007
Montana Legislature.

As a part of the comprehensive wolf program impletee by Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
(MFWP) and its cooperators, the Montana Livestookd Reduction and Mitigation Program
(MLLRMP) will address economic losses due to wakgation and create incentives for
producers to take proactive, preventive steps toedse the risk of loss. The large working
group agreed that both government and livestoclymers want to take reasonable and cost-
effective measures to reduce losses, that it ipossible to prevent all losses, and that livestock
producers should not incur disproportionate impasta result of recovery of Montana'’s wolf
population.

The purposes of the Montana Livestock Loss Redu@id Mitigation Program are to
proactively apply prevention tools and incentiveslécrease the risk of wolf-caused losses;
minimize the number of livestock killed by wolvdsdugh active management of the wolf
population and proactive livestock managementegras and defense of property provisions of
federal regulations prior to delisting and statedaipon delisting; provide financial
reimbursements to producers for losses caused byesvbased on the program criteria.

There are three basic components: a loss reduslgonment, a loss mitigation element, and the
state wolf management plan. MFWP and USDA Wild8&rvices (WS) would fulfill their
responsibilities and roles outlined in the stat@aggment plan. The loss reduction and loss
mitigation elements would be administered by arpwhdent quasi-judicial board created by the
Montana Legislature.

The Loss Reduction element is intended to minirtosses proactively by reducing risk of loss
through prevention tools such as night pens, gogrdnimals, or increasing human presence
with range riders and herders. Active managemkthteopopulation under the approved
Montana Wolf Plan (and the applicable federal ratgahs for now) should also help decrease
the risk of loss.
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The Loss Mitigation element would implement a reimggment payment system for confirmed
and probable losses that can be verified by USDAIMé& Services. Indirect losses and costs
are not directly covered, but could be addressemnligh application of a multiplier for confirmed
losses and a system of bonus or incentive payméiiigible livestock losses are cattle, calves,
hogs, pigs, horses, mules, sheep, lambs, goatguanding animals. Confirmed and probable
death losses would be reimbursed at 100% of farketaalue. Veterinary bills for injured
livestock that are confirmed due to wolves are cedat 100% of fair market value of the
animal.

Of particular concern to all participants was tleecdto secure funding for batitee proactive

work and the loss reimbursement components of thetdha wolf program. The working group
explored a variety of funding mechanisms. BothNtentana Wolf Advisory Council and the
second working group concluded that the MLLRMP wioo# funded through special state or
federal appropriations or private donations. Bgibups agreed that MFWP’s wolf management
dollars, and other MFWP funds (license revenuefaddral matching Pittman-Robertson or
Dingle Johnson dollars) would not be used to reirsdwolf-caused losses. Private donations
will also be sought.

During the 2007 Montana Legislative session, atbi#stablish the framework of the working
group was introduced and passed (HB364). Thel#&mgs created the Livestock Loss
Reduction and Mitigation Board to administer pragsaor the mitigation and reimbursement of
livestock losses by wolves. It also establishedghasi-judicial board, its purpose, membership,
powers and duties, and reporting requirements.Bdeed is administratively attached to the
Montana Department of Livestock, but its role anties are wholly independent from the
Department and the Montana Board of Livestock aod versa. Late in 2007, the Governor
appointed the Board.

The legislation also codified much of the actuaftiiramework in state law. It directed the
Board to establish a program to cost-share witssbiock producers who are interested in
implementing measures to decrease the risk of preffiation on livestock. It also directed the
Board to establish and administer a program tolvaise livestock producers for losses caused
by wolves. While some details of the grant progass reduction) and the reimbursement
program (loss mitigation) are established in seattite Board will still need to establish
additional details through a rule-making procedsctv will include public comment
opportunities.

HB364 also establishes special state and federahue accounts, respectively. The funds may
only be used for the purposes of implementing éiss Feduction grants program and
reimbursing wolf-caused losses. HB 364 also eistadad a trust fund with an intended principal
of $5 million dollars. The earned interest of whfands the program. The Legislature did not,
however, appropriate dollars for either of the sgaevenue accounts or the trust fund.

The 2007 Montana Legislature did appropriate “sigitfunds in the amount of $60,000 in each
year of the biennium to pay for initial operatingenses of the Board. The appropriation also
included 1.0 FTE to support the work of an indivatlwho works for the Board and conducts the
day to day business of the program. This individues hired late in 2007 and the initial
orientation and coordination has begun.
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The first meeting of the Montana Livestock Loss &&obn and Mitigation Board is scheduled
for early 2008. Rulemaking is expected in 2008rtalize outstanding details and establish
them in the Administrative Rules of Montana. Fuaising is also expected to get underway in
2008.

The creation of an adequately funded loss redueimhdamage mitigation program will help
determine the degree to which people will shardahd with wolves, to which the success of
wolf recovery can be assured into the future, &ieddiegree to which individual livestock
operators who are adversely affected economicglhydif recovery are able to remain viable.
Maintaining private lands in agricultural productiprovides habitat for a wide variety of
wildlife in Montana and is vital to wolf conservatti in the long run.

PACK SUMMARIES
Northwest Montana Endangered Area
Overview

In 2007, we documented a minimum estimate of 21¥&gin 36 packs in the Montana portion
of the NWMT recovery area. This is an increasenfi®7 wolves in 31 packs at the end of the
year in 2006. There were 7 newly identified packB007. Some of these packs are believed to
be first year packs, and some are likely to havstea the previous year.

Forty-one radio collared wolves in 29 packs, or 8if%the 36 total packs, were monitored in
northwest Montana during 2007. This is up from 58%81 total packs in 2006. Two additional
radio collared packs, Kootenai North (west of Kaucsa Reservoir) and Spruce Creek (aka
Nettie in 2005) (North Fork Flathead), were alsaitared, but appear to spend most, or all, of
their time in Canada. Radio collared wolves werated from aircraft approximately 1-2 times
per month. Radio collared wolves in and arouncci@faNational Park (GNP) were located
more frequently from the ground by GNP staff. Twyeseven radio collared wolves from 19
packs and 2 dispersers (55% of the 36 total pacsiespersers) were being monitored in
northwest Montana by the end of 2007.

MFWP traplines were set in 18 pack territories, a8dvolves were captured in 2007. Fifteen
were radio collared and 3 were too small to colldEDA Wildlife Services trapped in 6
additional areas and collared 7 wolves. Two o$¢hareas were trapped with the cooperation of
both the Blackfeet Tribe and the Salish Kooten@ds on their respective reservations. Fur
trappers captured 1 non-target wolf. This is démm 5 non-target captures in 2006. That wolf
was killed in a lethal coyote snare.

MFWP surveyed a total of 23 areas for wolf presearu pack status. Five of those areas
resulted in the verification of new packs. Wolfiaity was verified in 2 other areas, but it is
unclear whether they are discrete packs or areablsadjacent packs. These areas will be
scheduled for survey again in 2008. Ten of thoseeys were conducted to determine pack
status in areas of known packs that do not havetifuming radio collars. There were 6 areas
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where definitive wolf sign could not be determirsed! will be scheduled for survey again in
2008. Two more new packs were verified one eacpepgonnel of the Salish Kootenai
Confederated Tribes and USDA Wildlife Services.

Packs included in the Montana portion of the NWMTavery area as of December 2007 were
Ashley, Blue Mountain, Camas Prairie, Candy MountBieBorgia, Elevation Mountain,
Fishtrap, Firefighter, Flathead Alps, Great Beawdlf Mountain, Hog Heaven, Kintla,
Kootenai South, Ksanka, Lazy Creek, Livermore, [Sstl, Lydia, Marias, Meadow Peak,
Mineral Mountain, Monitor Mountain, Murphy Lake, MNmile, Nyack, Pulpit Mountain, Red
Shale, Salish, Silver Lake, Spotted Bear, Sque&grerior, Thompson Peak, Whitefish, and
Wolf Prairie. Newly documented wolf packs in 206¢luded the Blue Mountain, Camas
Prairie, Firefighter, Mineral Mountain, Monitor Motain, Salish, and Silver Lake (Table 1a).

Along the Montana/ldaho transboundary area withe\NWMT Recovery area, the Calder
Mountain and Solomon Mountain packs are believadetoand spend most of their time in
Idaho and therefore are counted towards the Idajtbpepulation. Along the transboundary
area between the NWMT and CID recovery areas, itter®ot Range and Fish Creek packs
den and spent most of their time in Idaho andfaestore counted towards the Idaho
population. Along the US/Canada Border, the Koait®torth and Spruce Creek (aka Nettie in
2006 annual report) packs spend most or all of tirae in Canada and are not counted towards
the NWMT population.

Reproduction was confirmed in 28 of the 36 packab(@ 1a). Twenty-three of the 28 packs
known to reproduce met the criterion to be courste®reeding Pairs. Breeding pair status could
not be documented in some packs either becauseviireyuncollared and therefore more
difficult to obtain data, or we were unable to gonfa minimum pup survivorship of 2 at the

end of the year. Three packs appeared to not legreduced.

Thirty-two total wolf mortalities were documentedthe Montana portion of the NWMT
recovery area population in 2007. All but 5 wetteilauted to some form of human cause
including 19 lethally removed in control actions|légally killed, 1 legal harvest (Canada), 1
non-target incidental coyote snare, 4 vehicle siliis, and 1 train collision. One wolf died of
pneumonia. Four other wolves died of unknown cawuse

A total of 6 radio-collared wolves were missingthg end of the year. Missing collars are due
to long-range dispersal, collar failure, or othekmown fate.

Three dispersals were recorded. One of theseplaale in 2005, but was not discovered until
this year. Female wolf 326, who had been missiogfthe Fishtrap pack since October of
2005, was found in the St. Regis River drainagee iS now part of the Mineral Mountain pack.
Female wolf NW191F, who has been missing from tlee&ion Mountain pack since July
2007, was found on the Rocky Mountain Eastern Fréutthis time we do not know if she is
associated with other wolves but is suspectedltdstalone. Another dispersal was also
recorded from the Willow Creek pack in Alberta Caaa Wolf WC7 was captured on 10/31/06
approximately 75 miles northwest of Lethbridge, édtia, and collared with an ARGOS GPS
collar. WC7 began to disperse around 3/23/07 redtide United States in the North Fork

-28 -



Flathead valley on 3/30, and traveled through NWhioa and entered Idaho in the vicinity of
Lookout Pass on 1-90 on 5/7. WC7 appears to heitked in an area 260 miles away from his
natal pack near Clarkia and Boville, ID.

In NWMT, the number of confirmed livestock and dégked was up from 2006 as well as
number of wolves lethally controlled. The increases due primarily to continued depredations
and subsequent control of the Hewolf pack. Heweffredations began in 2006 and continued
through much of 2007. The number of packs or lwokves involved in livestock depredations
also increased in 2007. We documented 35 confilimestock and dog kills. There were 26
cattle, 5 sheep, 3 dogs, and 1 llama. An additidrealves were ranked as probable kills, 3
calves were probable injured, 4 calves were comftrinjured, 1 llama confirmed injured, and 2
horse/mule (1 each) was probable injured. Sixewes of 36 packs (we were unsure which pack
was involved in 2 dead and 1 injured calves) atwhé wolves were involved in confirmed

killed or injured livestock, and a total of 19 wee¢hally removed as a result. Twelve wolves
were removed from the Hewolf pack. These figurdy account for verified losses. Itis
unavoidably impossible to account for the propaorid unverified losses due to wolves.
Unverified losses are losses where the cause df @emissing livestock is not known. Turbo
Fladry (electrified fladry) was used in the Hewpéfck territory as part of research on the
efficacy of that tool (see research section bel®egular fladry was used as a preventative
measure in 2 different instances across 2 diffgranks.

Verified Packs (Table 1a in Appendix 3)

Ashley
* 4 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: Discovered in 2006. Their home range is NW olisfell.

2007 Activities: This area was surveyed at different times frony/8aptember. Trapping
occurred in August and NW243F was captured on 9/8(0n 9/18 we documented 9 wolves
in this pack, but by the end of the year we coully document 4 wolves including 1 pup.
NW243F has been missing since 12/18 and appeatsziliy herself and outside the Ashley
home range at that time. This pack is no longéaieal.

Blue Mountain

» atleast 4 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: First documented in 2007.
2007 Activities: In early 2007 several residents in the Blue Maimarea, west of Missoula
reported seeing a single black wolf. Due to theam of dog use in this area it was difficult

to confirm. Other reports of wolf activity contied to come in later in the spring and FWP
personnel found wolf scats up the Blue Mountairdrimeearly summer. Due to the amount
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of human use in the area trapping was not attemgteshters reported at least 2 black
wolves in the area during the fall. In Septembé&tFpersonnel cut 2 sets of tracks in the
Grave Creek area. In December FWP followed up @part of 4 wolves from a lion hunter
in the Albert Creek area and cut 4 sets of tracks.

Camas Prairie
* 3 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: New in 2007

2007 Activities: The Salish Kootenai Tribe documented this padkénfall of 2007. There
is nothing else known about this pack. Their hoarge is near Perma, MT. There are no
radio collars in this pack.

Candy Mountain
* 4 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: The Candy Mountain pack was first discovered asva pair and an adult female
(351) was radio collared in 2003. The Candy Moumt@rritory is in the Yaak River
drainage.

2007 Activities: There were 11 wolves in the Candy Mountain padkeé beginning of
2007. By the end of the year we could only docur@goups and 2 adults. Wolf 351, the
assumed alpha female, has been missing since 1Bidiscollar was 4 years old at that time
and possibly expired. Candy Mountain pack is nioteseding pair this year since we could
not document the status of the alpha female agrldeof the year. In October we surveyed
for both the 2005 and 2006 dens. We located andrdented the 2005 den, but could not
locate the 2006 den. This pack is no longer cedlar

DeBorgia
* atleast 4 wolves; breeding pair

* no depredations reported
History: First suspected in 2005 and confirmed in 2006.

2007 Activities: At the end of 2006, six wolves were believetean the DeBorgia Pack.
Alpha female NW85F continued to be tracked duri@@722 NW85F localized in Montana
during April and was believed to have denned. Ugést, 2 gray pups were seen from the
air. Very few other visuals were obtained during test of the year. At the end of 2007 at
least 2 adults and 2 pups were believed to besmtck. DeBorgia is a Montana/ldaho
border pack but is counted as a Montana pack fov 2@cause they denned in Montana and
the majority of 2007 aerial telemetry locations &ar Montana.
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Elevation Mountain
* atleast 6 wolves; breeding pair
» 3injured calves probable

History: First documented in 2006.

2007 Activities: At the end of 2006, five wolves were believedbéoin the Elevation
Mountain pack. In March three calves were injurad were written up by WS as probable
wolf damage. WS attempted to collar and releasmglthis time but no wolves were
caught. FWP initiated a trapping effort in May araghtured and released a yearling female.
This wolf (NW191F) dispersed 2 weeks later and wideand again until late November
when FWP found her by herself during a monitoriinght west of Choteau on the Rocky
Mountain Front. FWP continued trapping effortsamal off throughout the rest of the
summer but no other wolves were captured. In BWJP documented 6 pups (5 black,
1gray) and 2 adults (both black) from the grouAd the end of 2007 FWP documented at
least 6 wolves were still present through snowkireg

Fishtrap
» 7 wolves; breeding pair

* no depredations reported

History: The Fishtrap pack was first documented in 20@0territory is in and around the
Thompson River, McGuiness Creek, and Fishtrap Cdeaikages.

2007 Activities: Wolf 270s collar and wolf 266s collar are botl (6 and 5 years
respectively) and are due for battery expiratigvie conducted a trapline in July to place a
new collar in the pack. Wolf NW221F was captured7¢30. The dispersal of Fishtrap wolf
326 was documented in 2007. Female wolf 326 had bassing from the Fishtrap pack
since October 2005 and was observed in October ad@art of the Mineral Mountain pack
northwest of St. Regis. This is approximately 4@ mdispersal distance. We speculate that
she may be the alpha female of the Mineral Mounpaitk. There are still 3 functioning
radio collars in the Fishtrap pack.

Firefighter
* 8 wolves; breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: New pack in 2007.

2007 Activities: MFWP bear biologists discovered this pack. Thagpvas attempted in
September but no wolves were captured. This paobkt collared.

Flathead Alps
* 10 wolves; breeding pair

* no depredations reported

History: Discovered in 2006. The home range is locatederBob Marshall Wilderness
Area in the White and South Fork Flathead Riveméges.
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2007 Activities: Activity was documented in and around the dem diging the denning
period. Both the den and pups were discoveredabit bountry recreationists. Forest
Service personnel reported a wolf with a radioaralh this pack, but we have not been able
to verify a functioning collar in area.

Great Bear
* 4 wolves; breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: The Great Bear pack was first discovered as apsmin 2003 after wolf 271
dispersed from the Spotted Bear pack and pairddamiother wolf of unknown origin. This
pack’s territory is along the Middle Fork of theaffiead River and tributaries within the
Great Bear Wilderness. The radio collar is suggkttt have failed in March 2004.

2007 Activities: Reproduction and numbers were documented by MB@&P biologists
working in the area. Forest Service personnelnteddwo wolves with radio collars in this
area, but we have not been able to verify a funotmcollar in area.

Hewolf Mountain
* 4 wolves; not a breeding pair
e 7 calves, 2 cows, 1 yearling, 1 llama confirmedkki) 1 calf, 1 llama confirmed injured,
1 calf probable; 12 wolves killed by WS/Tribe

History: First suspected in 2005 and confirmed in 2006.

2007 Activities: Six wolves were suspected in the area at the€&RA806 but eight adults
were documented in June 2007. During the wint&KT WS, and FWP collaborated on a
turbo-fladry research project with Utah State Unéity. Turbo-fladry was installed at
multiple ranches west of Arlee. No depredationsawecorded within the fladry lines during
this time and the project finished up in the spritpwever, depredations persisted and
became chronic throughout the rest of the yeaiMdy, two calves and 1 llama were
confirmed killed and a second llama was injure@nil actions were initiated. WS and the
CSKT tribe collared and released a yearling ma/{i80M) at this time. In June, two more
calves were confirmed killed and 1 calf was probalVS/CSKT trapped and killed 1 wolf
in early June and trapped and released 1 pup. h&natlf was confirmed killed in mid-July.
Two wolves were killed in July. At this time, CSKIEcided to remove the entire pack. In
August, one calf and one cow were confirmed kill€he wolf was killed in early August.

In early September 4 wolves were killed (includiig/90F and NW180M) and later in the
month an additional 4 wolves were killed, includigups. Another calf was confirmed
killed in mid-September. A female pup (NW242F) wa#lared and released in early
September. A cow was confirmed killed in Noveméned a yearling was killed in
December. In December NW242F was recaptured aitthef the carcass and her collar
was refitted. Two wolves that were killed durirmntrol efforts during the year were not
recovered. Efforts were ongoing at the end of 200°emove the remainder of the pack,
which was believed to consist of one adult and [@spu
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Hog Heaven
* 6 wolves, breeding pair

* 1 cow and 2 calves confirmed killed; 1 wolf letlyalemoved by Wildlife Services.

History: The Hog Heaven pack was first documented as goa@wn 2001, after wolves

278 and 286 from the Parsnip group (a group of emlvanslocated in 2001 from the
Boulder Creek pack as a management response lo dapiredations), traveled separately to
the Hog Heaven/Browns Meadow area and paired.

2007 Activities: The status of this pack was unknown at the béginof the year and there
were no functioning radio collars. This area watwsyed in August and wolf presence was
documented. On 8/21 an adult cow was confirmdddkiby wolves. Wildlife Service

trapped 2 wolves, collared NW231F, and releaseld bot8/22. On 10/22 2 calves were
confirmed killed and Wildlife Services lethally rered 1 wolf on that same day. No further
depredations were reported. There is one radiaraal this pack.

Kintla
* 4 wolves; breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: The Kintla pack was first documented as a pa@00 in the old North Camas
territory. The North Camas pack had previoushsed from 1990 to 1996 and then fell
apart as the neighboring South Camas pack gre® amimals in 1997. From 1997 to 1999,
South Camas appeared to be the only pack in tiaeusutd 2000, when the Kintla pack
established itself in the old North Camas territ(ege Whitefish pack summary for
additional information). The Kintla pack’s homege is in the North Fork Flathead River
drainage, and spends most of their time within GNP.

2007 Activities: Wolf 255’s collar is 6 years old and due for bagtexpiration. We

conducted a trapline in May to place a new coltathe pack. On 5/15 we captured and
collared NW185F. We located and documented thard&fay after the pack vacated the
den. On 10/16 NW185F was found illegally killedGanada ¥ mile north of the US/Canada
border and Glacier National Park. Wolf 255’s collas still functioning at the end of the
year.

Kootenai South
* 4 wolves; breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: Since 2005 the former Kootenai pack now consitee Kootenai North and
Kootenai South packs through either the mechanafrdspersal or pack splitting. The
Kootenai South pack occupies a territory mainlytsaif the U.S./Canadian border and west
of Koocanusa Reservoir, while the Kootenai Nortbkp@ollared wolf 329) occupies a
territory mainly north of the border and west ofd€anusa Reservoir.
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2007 Activities: This pack was uncollared in the beginning of 200We surveyed this area
in June. On June 28 we captured 2 wolves, collli@07F, and released a pup that was
too small to collar. NW207 was reported by Canadi@mlogists as legally harvested in
Canada approximately 5 miles north of the US/Caredder. This is the second time in as
many years that we collared a wolf that would lgally harvested in Canada later that year.
This pack is uncollared at the end of the year.

Ksanka
* 6 wolves; breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: Ksanka was first documented in 2006 with thealiscy of dispersing wolf 263
from the Kintla pack. This pack is east and soashef Eureka.

2007 Activities: The only collar, wolf 263, was missing at the ibeghg of the year. Public
sources reported and even photographed a radiokédicating that likely his collar failed
prematurely. Surveys were conducted in this arelune and a subsequent trapline was
initiated. NW199M was captured on 6/16. We lodaad documented the den site in
September. This pack has 1 radio collar.

Lazy Creek
* 8 wolves; breeding pair

* no depredations reported

History: The Lazy Creek pack was first discovered as dynsemed pair in 2001. This

pack filled the vacant territory left by the Whisdf pack when it crossed the Whitefish range
to the east and displaced the South Camas padOih ZTheir territory is north of Whitefish
Lake.

2007 Activities: In September we documented 14 wolves (includunqgspin this pack. By
the end of the year we could only document 8 wo(ueguding 2 pups). The Lazy Creek
pack has 2 collars (261 and NWO026M).

Livermore
» 10 wolves; breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: Livermore was first documented in 2005 and itsieaange is within the Blackfeet
Tribe Reservation.

2007 Activities: This pack was uncollared at the beginning ofytbar. On 3/19 a wolf was
documented to have died of natural causes. In, &uc&lf was injured by wolves from the
Livermore pack. Subsequently, the Blackfeet Tehd Wildlife Services captured and
collared NW256M on 6/29 to monitor the pack mowesely. Blackfeet Tribe biologists
monitor this pack. There is 1 collar in this patkhe end of the year.
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Lost Soul
* ?wolves; not a breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: Lost Soul was first observed in 2006 after follogvthe dispersal of NWO036F from
the Kootenai South pack. She occupied the ardaamié other wolf. Their territory is
located northeast of Libby.

2007 Activities: NWO36F localized during the denning season arslagaumed denned.

She has been missing since June. We surveyeatbetial den area in September and
found no wolf sign or anything to indicate thereewas a den in the area. The status of this
pair/pack is therefore unknown. We will surveysthrea during the denning season in 2008.
There are no radio collars in this pair/pack.

Lydia
* 8 wolves; breeding pair
» 3 confirmed calves killed, 1 probable, calf kill&iwolves lethally removed.

History: This pack was first documented in 2006. Thetittay is south of Eureka.

2007 Activities: This pack was not collared in the beginning efyiear. We surveyed the
area in June, set trapline, and captured and edl{iW197F on 6/10. Wildlife Services
confirmed a wolf killed calf 1 week later on a Fsir&ervice grazing allotment. FWP
initiated daily hazing operations in an attempptsh the pack off the grazing allotment. It
is not known if these efforts were successful mghort term. During this time 2 different
dens were located and documented. Three calvesagefirmed or ranked probable killed
by wolves in early August on the same Forest Sergrazing allotment. One pup was
captured and released during control action opmrati Ultimately 2 wolves, including

newly collared NW197F were lethally removed. Nalier depredations were reported. This
pack is uncollared.

Marias
* 6 wolves; breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: This pack was first documented in 2005 and o@siph area around the Marias
Pass area.

2007 Activities: This pack has never been collared. We surveyisditea in September, set

traps, and captured a pup that was too small tarcmh 9/14. Survey efforts also verified
minimum numbers of adults and pups. There areofiars in this pack.
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Meadow Peak
* 3 wolves; not a breeding pair
. no depredations reported

History: This pack was first documented in 2006. Thetittay is north of Thompson
Chain of Lakes.

2007 Activity: This pack was uncollared in the beginning ofybar. In February a female
wolf was killed incidentally in a coyote snare withthe Meadow Peak home range. It was
estimated at that time that it had been a breddimgle. In July we surveyed the area, set
traps, and subsequently captured and collared NW2h67/24. There was never any
evidence of reproduction. This pack has one collar

Mineral Mountain
* 6 wolves; breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: New in 2007.

2007 Activities: This pack was discovered by MFWP game wardetise®6/07 winter and
was thought to be uncollared in the beginning efybar. This area was surveyed and
trapped in both April and August. On 8/18 a puswaptured after the pack moved the pups
to a different rendezvous site 2 miles from thevjoes site. On 8/24 NW233F was captured
and collared. She was missing for 4 months afierdapture. On 10/24 missing wolf 326
was discovered in the Mineral Mountain territoffemale wolf 326 had been missing from
the Fishtrap pack since October 2005. This is@pprately a 40 mile dispersal. We
speculate that she may be the alpha female of ther®! Mountain pack. Since then, on
12/18, NW233F has reappeared and both collars lbeee located together. This pack has 2
collars in it.

Monitor Mountain
* 5 wolves; not a breeding pair
* 4 confirmed calves killed, 2 probable calves kijl8dvolves lethally removed.

History: New in 2007. Their home range is NE of Lincoimtbe Eastern Front and the
Scapegoat Wilderness.

2007 Activities: This pack was discovered after a new pair of e®has confirmed to have
killed 2 calves and 2 probable kills on privatedan January. In March NW159M was
captured and radio collared. The pair denned anduged 6 pups that survived into
November. At that time the pack returned to threesaanch and depredated again in
November. Wildlife services attempted to helicoptart and collar an additional wolf
during this time, but that operation was unsucegs3h December the pack killed another
calf. Wildlife Services removed 3 wolves from {heck including the alpha female and 2
pups. At the end of the year this pack consisteahty one adult and 4 pups and therefore
does not count as a breeding pair in 2007. Trseoae radio collar in this pack at the end of
the year.
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Murphy Lake
» 2 wolves; breeding pair

* no depredations reported

History: The Murphy Lake pack was first documented 16 yago in 1991. This pack had
confirmed depredations in only 2 of the last 16rged heir territory is between Whitefish
and Eureka.

2007 Activities: This pack was uncollared in the beginning ofytbar. We received a report
from one of our public sources indicating that dee area may be located. We confirmed
pups immediately and began to trap around thigilmedor 5 weeks and were unsuccessful.
We located and documented the den after the pazted This pack remains uncollared.

Ninemile
* 6 wolves; breeding pair
» 2dogs killed

History: The Ninemile pack has inhabited the Ninemile drgensince 1990.

2007 Activities: At the end of 2006, six wolves were believetean the Ninemile pack: 3
black adults, 2 gray adults, and 1 gray pup. NWgMMko was collared in 2005, disappeared
in early 2007 and is believed to have dispersed/5BF, who was also collared in 2005, was
monitored up until April 2007 when her collar wadibved to have failed. Numerous
residents reported spotting a collared black wolbtighout the year, so she is believed to
still be alive. FWP collared an adult gray malduhy but the collar slipped two weeks later.
Other attempts to collar/release were initiatethenfall with no success. The pack remains
uncollared at the end of 2007. The Ninemile paddpced at least 2 pups in 2007. Two
dogs were confirmed killed by wolves in the valleye in May and another in September.
At the end of 2007, at least six wolves were belieto be in the Ninemile pack: 4 adults,
and at least 2 pups.

Nyack
» 2 wolves; not a breeding pair

* no depredations reported

History: This pack was first documented after discoveartispersing collared wolf from
the Halfway pack in 2006.

2007 Activities: In the beginning of the year there were 3 wolneis pack, but by the end
of the year we could only account for 2 wolves.efehwas never any evidence of
reproduction.

Pulpit Mountain
* 3 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no depredations reported
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History: This pack was first documented in 2006. Thetittay is east of Troy and
northwest of Libby.

2007 Activity: At the beginning of the year this pack was urazeli. We surveyed the 2006
den and surrounding areas in May and found no siWja.surveyed the estimated home
range in October and located what we believe tthedulpit Mountain pack and observed 2
adults and 1 pup. Trapping operations were unssfwe There are no collars in this pack.

Red Shale
* 7 wolves; breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: The Red Shale pack (historically referred to age& Park or Sun River) was first
documented as a pair in 2000 and was believedus had a continuous tenure in the North
Fork of the Sun River ever since. This pack waoraollared in 2002, but has not had a
functioning collar since March 2004. Monitoringsipack was coordinated between MFWP
and US Forest Service.

2007 Activities: There were no collars in this pack at the begigmf the year. Forest
Service personnel documented a minimum of 7 walvelsding 5 pups. There are no
collars in this pack.

Slish
* 5 wolves; not a breeding pair
* 1 yearling and 1 calf confirmed killed; 1 wolf letly removed.

History: New in 2007. Their territory is in the Salish Mdains west of Flathead Lake.

2007 Activities: This pack was discovered after a confirmed welfrédation on a calf in
early May. A subsequent survey of the area tuupedolf activity in a distant corner of the
Hog Heaven pack territory. On 5/23 NW190M was uegad and collared in that area. On
6/11 another calf was confirmed killed by wolv&dn 7/3 1 wolf was lethally removed from
the pack. No further depredations were reporiguee pups were discovered dead of
unknown causes at different times and in diffeegrais from September — October. October
we documented 9 wolves in this pack but could aaulgount for 5 at the end of the year.

The Salish pack is exclusively occupying the soutlpertion of the old Hog Heaven pack
territory. There is one radio collar in this pack.

Slver Lake

» atleast 2 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: First documented in 2007.

2007 Activities: In April 2007 a black bear hunter reported seé&irjack wolves in the
Silver Creek drainage south of Saltese, closedddaho border. FWP followed up 2 days

-38 -



later and found multiple wolf tracks in the area there was still too much snow to initiate
trapping efforts. FWP personnel scouted the agaian August but only found old wolf
sign on the Montana side. Other public reportsecamater in the summer on the Idaho side
west of Dominion Peak so it is likely the wolvegspthe latter half of the summer in Idaho.
Silver Lake is a Montana/ldaho border pack bubisnted as a Montana pack for 2007 since
locations during the denning period were in Montana

Spotted Bear

* 8 wolves; breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: A Murphy Lake female wolf dispersed to the Bittext Valley and mated with a
male wolf of unknown origin forming the Bass Crgxlck in 1998. The Bass Creek pack
was involved in cattle depredations in June 19B8e entire pack (2 adults and 8 pups) was
removed from the wild and held at a facility in MaC Idaho. The alpha male died in a
handling accident while in captivity. Three pupsddof canine parvovirus in captivity. The
alpha female and surviving pups were translocaiediolding pen in the Spotted Bear area
in December 1999. The pen was intended to holgale& for several days to allow
acclimation to the new area, and prevent the paxck Eplitting and dispersing from the area.
The first night in the pen, male wolf 117 from tRkasant Valley Pack, translocated to the
same area almost a year previous, was hanging@tbarpen. The Bass Creek pack was
released the next day and joined with the formeagdnt Valley male wolf. The new group
established a territory in the South Fork of thatlk¢éad and became the Spotted Bear pack.

2007 Activities: At the beginning of the year the pack appearembtsist of around 3
animals. Reproduction was confirmed and by thedride year there were 8 animals
including 4 pups. There are 2 radio collars is {hack.

Spotted Dog

» status unknown
* no depredations reported

History: The Spotted Dog pack was first verified in July 200ut was believed to have
existed the previous year, possibly longer. MFW8t fieceived reports in the area from
landowners, contractors, and hunters in late 2@94erritory appeared to be primarily south
of Avon, but reports of at least 8 animals wereenead north of Avon in 2005.

2007 Activities: The collared female became missing in late Febr2@0y and no further
contact with the pack occurred all year. Projecspenel made several attempts to locate
sign of wolves in the Spotted Dog territory but @efound anything. Very few reports were
received from landowners or the public. Statuha group is unknown.
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ueezer
* 9 wolves; breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: This pack was first documented in 2006. Thetmittay is in the Swan Valley.

2007 Activities: We ran a trapline in early May and captured asithed the alpha female
and an adult male. There are 2 radio collarsisyghck.

Superior
* 8 wolves; breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations

History: First documented in 2005.

2007 Activities: At the beginning of 2007, little was known abtut Superior pack. In

early January a landowner in the Superior areartegp@ dog missing after wolves had
passed through the property that night. The dagvesrer found. FWP hung fladry on their
property as well as 2 other properties in the todeelp protect horses, goats, and dogs
during the winter. Two wolves from the Superioclpavere killed in early 2007. One wolf
was hit by a train in January and another hit bglacle on 1-90 in April. FWP initiated
trapping efforts in April and collared and releasegkarling male. Two weeks later in mid-
May, this wolf (NW174M) was hit and killed by a vele on 1-90. A passing motorist
picked up the collar but the carcass was neveeveid. In August, FWP initiated a second
trapping effort and collared and released a blatktanale, NW224M, who is believed to be
the alpha male. FWP documented 4 pups from thengken mid-August. This pack is a
Montana/ldaho border pack but is counted as a Manpack for 2007 because they denned
in Montana and the majority of 2007 aerial locasievere in Montana. Eight wolves (4
adults, 4 pups) were seen together at the end@f.20

Thompson Peak
» 13 wolves; breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: This pack was first documented in 2006. Thetittay is in north of Plains.

2007 Activities: This pack was uncollared in the beginning ofytear. We started a trapline
for this pack in mid July and on 8/2 we captured aollared NW223F. There is 1 collar in
this pack.

Whitefish
» 15 wolves; breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: The Whitefish pack was first documented in 1986 tormerly occupied a territory
north of Whitefish Lake. In 2001, the Whitefishcgacrossed the Whitefish Range to the
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east and established a new territory in the Nodttk [Flathead River drainage, displacing the
former South Camas pack. The Whitefish pack’s hoange is in the North Fork Flathead
River drainage, and spends most of their time witBNP.

2007 Activities: In the beginning of the year there were 8 wolnais pack. By the end of
the year we had documented 15 wolves in this pdtiere is 1 radio collar in this pack.

Wolf Prairie
* 3 wolves; not a breeding pair
e 1 confirmed calf injured.

History: The Wolf Prairie pack was first documented in£0&fter receiving livestock
depredation complaints. Its territory is NW of &ant Valley.

2007 Activities: In the beginning of the year there were 3 wolnasiis pack and they
showed no signs of denning. At the end of the jleene were 3 wolves in this pack. This is
the second year this pack has not reproduced siecapha female, 331, was hit and killed
by a train at the end of February 2006. The susdeadpha male, wolf 330, has also been
missing since that time. There is 1 collar in {rask.

Verified Border Packs Counting in the Idaho Populaion Estimate (Table 3 in Appendix 3)
Bitterroot Range

» atleast 5 wolves; breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: First documented in 2007.

2007 Activities: There were numerous public reports of a groupal¥’es in the North Fork
of Fish Creek and Goose Creek areas in 2007. Fs¥$dpnel backpacked into the area and
investigated in September and found this pack’deewmous site. Three gray adults and 2
gray pups were documented. No collaring attemgt®wnade. Since the rendezvous site
was found on the Idaho side this pack counts ihddsstimates for 2007.

Calder Mountain
* 4 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: The Calder Mountain Pack was first documente2Di@5 through cooperative
efforts of MFWP and IDFG. This pack occupies awawnest of Troy.

2007 Activities: This pack is thought to den and spend most af timee in Idaho and

therefore count towards the Idaho population anshipanonitored by IDFG. There are no
radio collars in this pack.
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Fish Creek
* 9 wolves; breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: The Fish Creek pack was first documented in 20@lisbelieved to have had a
continuous tenure in the Fish Creek area since then

2007 Activities: Two radio-collared wolves, B235F and B236M couaéd to be monitored
through 2007. The Fish Creek pack denned in laa2007 and had a minimum of 4 pups.
They are counted as an Idaho pack in 2007 butruaestio use parts of the Fish Creek
drainage in Montana.

Solomon Mountain
* 8 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: New in 2007. Their territory is in Montana and hdebetween the Moyie and Yaak
rivers.

2007 Activities: This pack was discovered after radio collareahtwwolf B296 dispersed
from the Boundary pack (Idaho panhandle) into #nesa. Eight wolves were documented in
2007. The collar is believed to have been shddecember. This pack is no longer
collared.

Verified Border Packs in Canada that Do Not Countm the Montana Population Estimate

Kootenai North
* ?wolves
* no depredations reported on the U.S. side of thedro

History: Kootenai North was formed from the former Kootgmeck and is a product of
either splitting (into Kootenai North and Kooter&uth) or is a product of dispersal. The
former Kootenai pack was a transboundary packhtaatdenned both in Canada and the US.
The Kootenai North pack occupies a territory mamdyth of the U.S./Canadian border and
west of Koocanusa Reservoir, while the Kootenait&pack (collared wolf 329) occupies a
territory mainly south of the border and west ofd€anusa Reservaoir.

2007 Activities: Because this pack spends most of it's time ina@anmost of our
monitoring is from the US side of the border. Tpaéxk was located 1 time in Canada, and
signals were detected another 2 times from theitl&Saf the border indicating the pack was
near the US/Canada border. Because of infrequenitoning, we have not collected
numbers information in 2007.
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Soruce Creek (aka Nettie in 2006 annual report)
* 4 wolves
* no depredations reported on the U.S. side of thedoo

History: This pack was first documented as a new pacR@®and spends most if it's time

in Canada. This pack has been monitored irregusanice then because it spends most of its
time in Canada. In September 2006 a missing woihfthe Lazy Creek pack was found in
this area with other wolves. This newly discovepadk was given the name Nettie.
However in April the radio collared animal was fouat the traditional Spruce Creek den
multiple times. Therefore it is now assumed thé ts actually the Spruce Creek pack and
the name has therefore reverted back.

2007 Activities:. We monitored this pack through the beginning gt8mber when it was
discovered that wolf 272 had his collar chewedoyfpack mates. Before that we had
located the pack less than 2 miles within the Ul$ @rof 9 locations. The den is 5 miles
north of the international border. Reproductiors\wapected but we were unable to verify
pups by the time we lost the radio collar. Them@no collars in this pack at the end of the
year.

Miscellaneous / Lone Individuals in Northwest Montaa

On 3/30, dispersing wolf WC7 from the Willow Cregéck in Alberta entered Montana. He was
captured on 10/31/06 approximately 75 miles norgiveé Lethbridge, Alberta, and collared
with an ARGOS GPS collar. WC7 began to dispersarat 3/23/07, traveled approximately
113 miles to the south and entered the United Statthe North Fork Flathead valley on 3/30.
From there he traveled down the North Fork Flathteadolumbia Falls, followed the Whitefish
Range north, crossed Highway 93 near Stryker, lteadeth through the Salish Range, through
Pleasant Valley, down the Thompson River Vallegssmg Highway 200 and the Clark Fork
near Weeksville, over the Coeur d’alene Mountaim$,90 where he traveled east along the
interstate where he entered Idaho in the vicinityankout Pass on 5/7. WC7 appears to have
settled in an area near Clarkia and Boville, Idaftuich is approximately 260 miles away from
his natal pack

On 4/13, a female wolf of unknown origin was killleg vehicle collision near Fort Shaw
Montana. Around this time there was an injuredsb@nd mule ranked probable wolf in the
general area.

On 4/19, a male wolf of unknown origin was killeg\ehicle collision on Highway 93.

Between 5/27 and 6/4 there was a lone wolf thatkaltisg sheep near Dupuyer. There were no
further visuals or depredation complaints after. 6/4

On 5/27 and 8/21, there were additional livestadsés that could not be verified against any

known packs. These losses include 3 calves ldietll calf injured. The depredations seem to
be outside of those pack territories and we sugpatthere may be a third pack within this area
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that is not radio collared. Therefore pack movenaewl landscape use in adjacent pack
territories could not be ascertained.

Wolf activity was verified in 3 other areas, buisitunclear whether they are discrete packs or
areas used by adjacent packs. We will continumdnitor these areas. These areas include
Wigwam River northeast of Eureka and adjacent éddbanka pack (collared), Spar Lake south
of Troy and adjacent to the Calder Mountain pacic@lared), and 2 wolves south of Lubrecht
and adjacent to the Elevation Mountain pack (cetar

Suspected Packs in Northwest Montana

Beside those areas mentioned in the ‘Miscellanéoug Individuals in Montana’ section, there
is 1 other suspected pack north of Thompson Falls.

Other Miscellaneous Information in Northwest Montama

Last year the McMillan pack (uncollared) was listedone of the 2006 packs. It was estimated
to exist in an area adjacent to Meadow Peak whih also uncollared. All of our public reports
and field reconnaissance seemed to show that tiesetwo discrete packs. In July the
Meadow Peak pack was collared and by the end ofdhethey had also occupied an area
previously assumed to be the McMillan pack. hasv believed that the McMillan pack and
Meadow peak packs are in fact one in the same arMilldn pack has been dropped from the
pack list.

Southern Montana Experimental Area
Montana Portion of the Greater Yellowstone Experimatal Area
Overview

Packs in the MT portion of the GYA have been docu®e from Red Lodge to Dillon. Several
packs live on the borders of YNP and WY. Agen¢¥sP, MFWP, TESF and WY USFWS)
monitor these packs through flights and groundkirez  The location of the den site and the
percent area / time in an area determines whet@#t& will be tallied in the population
estimates. See the respective pack summaries below

In 2007, a minimum estimate of 87 wolves in 14 fiedi packs existed in the Montana portion of
the Greater Yellowstone Experimental Area at thet @rthe year. Packs that were verified in
2006 and still existed in 2007 are Rosebud, Moachske, Baker Mountain, Buffalo Fork, Mill
Creek, Eagle Creek, Dead Horse, Cougar Il, FreezealiBeartrap. The 4 packs that no longer
existed by the of the calendar year were: Wedgan3_ake, Chief Joeseph, and Mission. Of
the 14 packs left at the end of the year, 7 mebtkeding pair criteria. Lethal control on
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depredating packs and packs with the mange paraayeaattribute to this low success in
breeding pairs. Lower wolf numbers inside YNP daailso partly explain the difference as
fewer animals in the YNP population could resultawer animals dispersing out of YNP into
Montana.

New packs formed in the GYA for 2007 are Eight-MiBedar Creek, Horn Mountain, North
Gravelly and a YNP pack, Swan Lake, which shiftsderritory to outside of the park boundary
and became a full time Montana resident pack. MREWEumented transient wolf activity in
several locations throughout the MT portion of @¥¢A. Project staff documented the dispersal
of one wolf from its capture site (SW72F) and isargled in the lone/misc. section of this report.
The Beartooth pack is a Montana/Wyoming border palcht either denned or spent the majority
of its time in Wyoming in 2007 and will thereforeunt in Wyoming estimates.

A total of 16 wolves were caught in 2007, two ofiethwere too small to collar. During 2007,
15 (83%) of 18 packs were monitored using grourdiaarial telemetry. By the end of 2007, 14
packs remained. At the end of 2007, 7 of 14 (50@tified packs were being monitored using
ground and aerial telemetry. Ten collared animedee lost due to control actions, natural
mortalities or illegal killings. Three collarediarals are considered missing. Seven wolves
were collared by MFWP and 7 were collared by W&diB-collared wolves were located 1-2
times per month by fixed-wing aircraft and grouattmetry.

In 2007, 9 of the total of 18 packs that did exist at omeetiduring the year (50%) were
confirmed to have killed livestock (Table 1b), riésg in the lethal removal of 23 total wolves
(2 of which were illegal under the 10j regulatiolwo of the 23 wolves controlled were lone
wolves with no pack affiliation. Four of these we$ were removed by landowners utilizing
shoot-on-site permits and 2 wolves were killechiea MT portion of the GYA under the 10())
rule.

Verified Packs (Table 1b in Appendix 3)

Rosebud
» 2 wolves; not a breeding pair
» 12 goats confirmed

History: Pack formed late in 2005.

2007 Activities. Two wolves traveled together throughout sprind simmmer of 2007. No
localized activity was detected during the denrsegson. In November, twelve goats were
confirmed killed by wolves and tracks of two wolwesre present. Trapping was not
attempted due to cold temperatures and the goatsremoved from the property decreasing
the risk of further depredations.
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Moccasin Lake
* 4 wolves; not a breeding pair
» 1 calf confirmed
* 1 wolf killed on an SOS permit

History: This pack formed in 2004, and its territory isignsoutheast of Big Timber. There
was no breeding activity in 2005, but in October khoccasin female 242F was joined by an
adult male (473M) that had left the Swan Lake packNP.

2007 Activities: The pack localized during the denning seasoned bups were
documented by the end of 2007. The alpha male swasdfdead in the fall of the year and
cause of death is under investigation. A landovamet one wolf on his private property the
day after a calf was confirmed killed by wolvesngsa shoot on sight permit.

The Boulder Range Rider Project continued forhisdtyear funded by a grant from the
Natural Resource Conservation Service (Environméuality Incentives Program, EQIP),
and contributions from Keystone Conservation (angpe non-governmental organization).
One depredation was confirmed in early April; utiioately the riders did not start their
season for another month.

In addition, landowners in the area were part tnfrbo fladry project measuring the
effectiveness of this electrified flagging. Thentiomed calf was not in the electrified

pasture at the time it was killed. No other deptieda were associated with this pack
throughout the remainder of the year. The bouldier project wishes to continue the effort
and is looking for funding as the EQIP fundingimsited to three years. See the Field Studies
and Research section below for more detail onpiagect.

Mission Creek
* 1 wolf missing; not a breeding pair
* no depredations reported
» pack no longer exists

History: The Mission Creek pack first formed in 2002. tégitory is southeast of
Livingston. Pack dynamics appeared to be gredfipgci@d by mange. In October 2005, the
alpha male succumbed to mange and died and SW28méfly of the Moccasin Lake
pack) joined the pack.

2007 Activities: Of the three wolves left documented at the en2006, SW028M has been
missing since early 2007. 457F was found on maeytadiMarch and the fate of the
uncollared gray is unknown. All three members Waiying degrees of mange in 2006. The
Baker Mountain pack seems to be utilizing soménefNlission Creek territory and no other
wolves have been found that are associated witibhiscreek. We no longer think there is
a Mission Creek pack and attribute this to mangewarknown deaths.
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Baker Mountain
* 3 wolves; not a breeding pair
* 9sheep, 3 calves
* 1 wolf collared, 1 WS removal, 1 killed on an SG8mit, 1 illegal

History: This group was documented in fall 2005 shorttgrabW57F was caught and

collared near a depredation site. lIts territonyighe West Boulder area, and just south of the

Mission Creek pack.

2007 Activities: The pack localized during the denning seasorpanduced five pups. By
the end of 2007 only two pups were still confirnadige. Nine sheep were confirmed killed
by wolves and Wildlife Services collared and reéghene adult. One uncollared wolf was
killed by the owner of the sheep with a SOS peradr the depredation site. In mid-May
two calves were confirmed killed by wolves and ithéio collared male was found in the
vicinity and lethally removed. During an Octobdeteetry flight the breeding female,
SW57, was found on mortality and cause of deatimder investigation. The pack no longer
has a radio collar but tracks of three wolves wEreumented by the end of 2007.

Buffalo Fork
» 10 wolves; unknown breeding status
* no depredations reported

History: The Buffalo Fork pack formed in 2003. In Jun®20the only radio-collared
member of the pack died and contact was lost.hdend of the year, 3 wolves were
believed to be left in the pack. Its territory wasth of YNP in the Buffalo Fork drainage.
In 2005, numerous public reports were received fbatkcountry recreationists. In July
2005, project personnel backpacked through therdmsBuffalo Fork territory in the
Absaroka Beartooth Wilderness and found sign of adivity.

2007 Activities: YNP wolf personnel documented at least ten woine¢be Buffalo Fork
territory while visiting outfitter camps in the falf 2007. No radio collars exist in the pack.

Mill Creek
* 7 wolves; breeding pair
e 1 calf confirmed, 1 cow confirmed, 1 cow injured
» 3 wolves collared

History: The Mill Creek pack formed in 2000. It spent a fanount of time on or near
private property on the east side of Paradise Yaltel the Yellowstone River.

2007 Activities: Three pups were collared and released due tire@md depredations in
August and September. No more depredations wpoetesl after the fall of the year.
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Eight-Mile
* 7 wolves, breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: New pack formed in early 2007 and occupies dt¢eyron the west side of paradise
valley.

2007 Activities: An adult male was radio collared on December2DD6. An adult female
was re-collared December 27, 2007 who turned obeta missing wolf from the Donohue
pack and whose collar was not working. The adigtsned and reared five pups, all
surviving through December 31, 2007.

Swan Lake
* 1 wolf missing; not a breeding pack
» 3 calves confirmed, 3 calves probable
* 1 wolf collared, 1 recaptured
* 1 WS removal, 1 wolf killed on an SOS permit
* pack no longer exists

History: The Swan Lake pack was originally a YNP group butvnter of 2006 spent their
time outside of the park.

2007 Activities: The Swan Lake pack was documented at least sireeg going into spring
of 2007 and began using part of the Chief Josepitoig. After multiple confirmed
depredations, traps were set to remove two indalgluThe radio collared male 295 was
recaptured and released. A breeding female (SW186&E)collared and released. A third
wolf (SW188F) was caught and killed and two daysrla landowner shot SW186F as
authorized under a shoot-on-site permit. All thredves had mange. The last known
member, 295M has been missing since late summethanuack seems to have dissolved.

Chief Joseph
» 2 wolves collared; 1 euthanized
* no depredations reported
* pack no longer exists

History: The Chief Joseph pack began as a pair of wolv&9%6 in the northwest part of
YNP. It started out primarily in YNP and had bemunted as an YNP pack for most years.
Although the pack consistently denned within the&kgmoundary, it has spent more and more
time in Montana. Through time, Montana projectspanel did more of the monitoring. The
Chief Joseph pack was included in the populatitimese for the Montana portion of the
GYA in 2005, 2006 and 2007.

2007 Activities: Both collared males, wolf 394 and SW113 had matgeto severe cases of
mange. They seemed to travel alone most of the &ind continued to use the historical
Chief Joseph pack territory. In November of 200 ®FWP warden received a call of a sick
wolf in a dog house. The warden responded anchaitkd the sick animal which was wolf
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394M. Inspection of the body showed severe mandeaaalcified leg from an old break.
Wolf SW113M continues to travel around the tergtbut has not been seen with any other
wolves. Two other groups of wolves started to ogqugrts of the Chief Joseph territory this
year and it is believed that the Chief Joseph askall but dissolved.

Eagle Creek
» 4 wolves; breeding status unknown

* no depredations reported

History: This pack replaced the Casey lake pack and dsetpof a pair of adults and two
pups by the end of 2006. The Eagle Creek paakuisdtrong, comprised of a pair of adults
and two pups at the end of 2007.

2007 Activities: On a July telemetry flight, SW17F was found oortality and retrieved two
days later. The carcass was quite old and caudeathi has yet to be determined. Since
radio contact with the pack was lost, accurate toan the group has been limited to tracks
and public reports. At least five pups were regaith the spring of 2007 and track counts
have been estimated to 4 animals strong.

Beartrap
» 13 wolves; breeding pair

* no depredations reported

History: The Beartrap pack formed in 2002. It occupig€eratory at the north end of the
Gallatin Mountain range near the Spanish Peaksstensly since then.

2007 Activities: A total of 13 animals were documented at the er2D6f7, seven of these
are pups of the year. Trapping to collar was gttech but unsuccessful. This pack has been
occupying areas that are very visible and has ronadeting individuals feasible.

Cedar Creek:
* 2 wolves; not a breeding pair
* 1 collar

» 3 confirmed calves killed; 4 wolves removed by WS

History: New pack in 2007. It occupied a territory at thetNe@nd of the Madison Range
from Jack Creek to Cedar Creek.

2007 Activities: FWP and MT WSstarted getting reports of 4 wolves in the Cedaekr
area in early January. MT WS saw the group of #e@swhile doing other work in the area
in early February. FWP looked for this group itel&ebruary while darting elk with hopes
of getting a collar in the group but could not fithem that day. MT WS investigated and
confirmed a wolf-killed calf on March 3rd, in thee@ar Creek area. A second calf carcass
was found on the 4th and was thought to have biled khe same night as the first calf.
MT WS was authorized to remove one wolf and calla wolf. A SOS permit was issued
to the landowner. On AprilBMT WS confirmed a 8 wolf-killed calf in the Cedar Creek
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area. The ranch manager saw 2 grays & 1 blackciwtiey shot at and missed] (all
uncollared) running out of the pasture on tfe Fhe ranch manager hazed a gray out of the
cattle the previous Saturday and saw a gray atifh:8@ afternoon thinking that it was quite
bold. They had been shooting to harass the walwes from the cattle.

MT WS set traps and caught and collared a nontlagtgray female wolf (SW166F) on the
10th, and was authorized to remove one wolf from dghoup. On the morning of April 11th,
a 4" calf was confirmed killed by wolves. MFWP therttaarized removal of the entire
group of 4 wolves. On April 24WS removed an uncollared gray male (SW 172M) and o
the 26" trapped and removed a gray male (SW175M).

On May 8" WS found the den with five newborn pups and seigiin the area. On Mayl'6
WS again checked the den and all pups were dedlde d&smale did not return to the den.
On May 7" WS called and shot a gray male (SW178M) near émesite. On May 23WS
aerially removed the black breeding female a caralole distance from the den site but
could not remove the remaining radio collared WBMV166F) because it got into heavy
timber. The 45-day control period ended on MaY} 86d the remaining collared female
wolf (SW166F) was not removed. Recent reportsradtb monitoring flights have indicated
that SW166F in now traveling with an uncollaredchlavolf.

Cougar 2:
e 7+ wolves; breeding pair
* 2 missing radios
* no depredations reported

History: The Cougar Creek pack first formed in 2001 insiddPY Its home range was mostly
inside YNP and NPS personnel did all the monitarBigce 2002, it has had 10 to 12
members.

2007 Activities: During the months of January and February the Qo2geck was

observed and monitored in the Upper Madison Valléys suspected that they followed
migrating elk from the Upper Gallatin Valley intoet Madison Valley. They were observed
in and around cattle during this period but wereineolved in any reported livestock
depredations. They then followed migrating elklib@to the Upper Gallatin where they
denned. While conducting a routine monitoringhtigh May, seven members of the Cougar
2 pack, including the only radio collared membegravobserved on a fresh elk kill and were
seen packing large chunks of meat to a rocky kfeckridge. It was later determined this
was a den site for 2007, this den site was outfid®NP. Project personnel set up a trapline
in the proximity of the den site. On May 19th,adult gray wolf (SW187M) was captured
and fitted with a radio collar. This pack rangesumd out of the park throughout the year. It
is considered a Montana pack based on the amoutime®it spends outside YNP and where
it denned in 2007. MFWP conducts nearly all thenitawing for this pack now.
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Dead Horse:
* Unknown; not a breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: New pack in 2005. It occupied a territory at tbath end of the Gallatin Mountain
range from Big Sky to the Taylor Fork drainage.

2007 Activities: Contact was lost with this pack in the sprin@006, repeated attempts
were made to locate the pack for collaring purptsgsot enough sign was ever found to
warrant setting up a trapline. Several sightimganfthe fall hunting season indicate that this
pack may still be intact and is still has a tergitsouth of the Big Sky area.

Horn Mountain:
* 7 wolves; breeding pair
e 2radios
e 1 confirmed calf killed

History: New pack in 2007. It occupied a territory at thatkeend of the Madison range in
the Antelope Basin Area.

2007 Activities: In early July FWP received a report from a coyaiater that while calling
coyotes in the antelope basin area, adult wolvdspaps responded by howling.

When the cattle moved into this area of the pubind grazing allotment, the Madison

Valley Range riders started seeing single adulveslIn the area, they also found the den
site and later a rendezvous site with three blaglsp Project personnel scouted the area and
set up a trap line on July 22 with the help of Medison Valley Range Riders and personnel
from Keystone ConservatiorOn 7/23 a 38 pound black male pup (SW214M) wasuragt
and released, as it was too small to collar. Qd & 34 pound black female pup (SW215F)
was captured and also released again too smaillay.cOn 7/28 the gray breeding female
(SW219F) was captured and collared and on 7/28ltdwk alpha male (SW220M) was also
captured and collared and traps were pulled. pack was monitored by the Range Riders
the rest of the season and was observed in andagattle without any depredations until
after the cattle were shipped. On October 11 aaafpair was left behind after shipping
the rest of the herd and wolves killed the calb d¢déntrol action was initiated since the cows
were moved off of the allotment and there was meiolivestock in close proximity to the
wolves.

North Gravelly:
* 6 wolves; breeding pair
* no radio collars
» 3 calves confirmed, 2 wolves removed by WS

History: New pack in 2007. It occupied the territorytbe northwest end of the Madison
valley south of Ennis.
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2007 Activities: On August 8, MT WS confirmed a callf killed by wolves in the itfoend

of the Gravelly Mountains. FWP had a couple of dredreports of wolves in this area but

did not document any pack activity. WS set trapthe area to collar and release to try and
learn what was there. No captures were made apd twere pulled on Augustf9ws
confirmed a month old calf that was killed by waven the north end of the Gravelly
Mountains, in the Warm Springs Creek area, on allé8nent. The calf was found dead by
the livestock producer and brought to the WS af@nnvestigation. This was the second
confirmed depredation in this area in the past imonthile moving cattle off allotment in the
Warm Springs area of the Gravelly Mountains on ©et®2nd, riders found a consumed
carcass of an adult cow and jumped 5 wolves dffiefcarcass. The rider thought there were
one adult and 4 pups. WS investigated and callagprobable wolf kill. The carcass was
freshly dead and totally consumed and the areditter®d with wolf sign. This was in the
same area that we had 2 confirmed kills earliex $himmer. FWP decided to remove two
wolves from this area but because of hunting sedddiVS was asked not to conduct any
control work until after the general big game seaslosed November 35 On December

11" MT WS shot 2 male wolf pups (SW274M & SW275M) tie horth end of the Gravelly
Mountains. The control action had been temporailgtponed because of the special
extended elk-hunting season in that ar&ayroup of eight wolves were seen and all had rope
tails due to mange.

Freezeout Pack:
* 5 wolves; not a breeding pair
e 2 confirmed calf killed, 1 wolf removed by WS

History: The Freezeout pack first formed in 2001 in the @ignRange east of Dillon. It has
been one of the larger-sized and longest tenurekspa the Montana portion of the GYA
outside YNP.

2007 Activities: On August 28, MT WS investigated and confirmed a 600-pound aslf
being killed by wolves in the Tepee Creek areatmside of the Centennial Valley. This is
the same area we had problems last year and renrmosnedbers of the Freezeout pack.
Tepee Creek is near the Freezeout and the newMaountain territories so at that point we
did not know which pack was involved. WS did neahany of the radio-collared wolves in
the area during their investigation. Based onaased monitoring by WS, it was determined
that it was in the Freezeout territory and a cdraotion with SOS permits was initiated for
one wolf. On the SeptembéP MT WS shot an uncollared gray wolf in the Long €ke
area, which was a member of the Freezeout Pactharisteeding female. Two wolves, the
one that was shot and the collared member of teezéout Pack were in the process of
trying to kill a domestic calf. While retrievingé controlled wolf from the ground the calf
was euthanized and confirmed as a wolf kill. Tmded the control action and no other
depredations were reported.

Wedge:
* 0O wolves (pack removed due to chronic depredatioot)a breeding pair
» 5 confirmed heifers killed; 1 wolf killed on an S@8rmit; 1 wolf killed under 10j
regulation; 7 wolves removed by WS.
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History: New pack in 2005. It occupied a territory at thateaeend of the Madison range
from Mill Creek to Cabin Creek.

2007 Activities: The Wedge Pack denned in its normal area ofygast and had a litter of 5
pups. On July 9th MT WS confirmed that wolvesddlla yearling heifer, a control action on
the Wedge pack has been initiated and a SOS pemasitssued to the landowner for the
removal of one adult wolf. On July*iiranch personnel reported shooting at and wounding
an adult wolf using the issued SOS permit. FWRd#etto leave the SOS permit active for
one uncollared adult wolf. A male pup (SW208M) whst on Julyl4, by ranch personnel,
on the SOS permit and a yearling female (SW209F)kilked by MT WS on the 7 The
Wedge pack control was completed. Two wolves wemngoved on this control action
because the first one was a pup on the issued 838t@and the control action was for one
adult wolf as the pups were too young to be invdlvethe depredations. An employee on
the ranch killed the alpha female on Jul{2@nder the 10j rule. This incident and the
shooting of a pup under the SOS permit were ingastd by USFWS law enforcement.
USFWS law enforcement later concluded that the tshgof the pup under the adult-issued
SOS permit and the 10j shooting was not in accarelanth federal regulations,
respectively. Citations were issued to the ramzhfanes were paid.

On July 3%, MT WS investigated a heifer (on the same rarichf) had wounds on and
around the rectum and confirmed it as wolf cautfad,heifer was euthanized because if its
wounds. The wounds were estimated to be seveyalad. FWP initiated a control action
for one wolf assuming there was one adult left. ADgust 3rd, MT WS investigated a dead
heifer in the same area as previous depredatibingo was several days old and was
confirmed as a wolf kill. At that point FWP dectti® removal the entire Wedge pack,
assuming there was 1-2 adults and possibly 5 pWfS.attempted a control action on
August 4" with no luck. Early on August™ the ranch called and had another injured heifer
that had to be euthanized and had seen 2 adulewaithe area and asked for a SOS permit.
A SOS permit for 2 wolves was issued by MFWP tordreh. As authorized by MFWP, MT
WS removed 5 male pups (SW226M-SW230M) from the Yéguack on August™8 The
remaining radio-collared adult was removed on AuglisWhile retrieving the radio-

collared wolf WS found and confirmed another heifethe same area as the earlier
depredations. All suspected members of the Wedde\ware removed.

Verified Border Packs Counting in Wyoming Populatian Estimate (Table 2 in Appendix 3)

The Beartooth pack is a Montana/Wyoming border ghakeither denned or spent the majority
of its time in Wyoming in 2007. Therefore, it isunted in Wyoming estimates (Table 2) and is
displayed on the Greater Yellowstone Recovery Anea (Figure 3).

Miscellaneous / Lone Individuals in Montana GYA

Centennial Valley: One calf confirmed killed by an unknown wolf on 5.

East of Lima: One lone wolf shot by a landowner under the 118 aim March 29.
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Boulder River (south of Big Timber): Four yearling ewes were confirmed killed by wolues
January of 2007. Tracks of three wolves were faairitie depredation site.

SE of Livingston: One lone gray injured a llama in mid Septembee [fdma died of its injuries
a week later.

Eastern Montana (Garfield County): Two lambs were confirmed killed by wolves and ten
considered probable on two separate ranches iaraddbntana in late August 2007. In this
area, WS saw large canids that strongly resembtddes and was authorized to remove both
animals. One wolf was killed at the depredatide aiweek later. No further depredations have
been reported.

SW154M (near Ennis Lake): On Jan.16th, while doing coyote work in the Madistalley, MT
WS darted a lone adult male black wolf near Enmikel. Examination determined the wolf had
old injuries, apparently by other wolves. It hadmerous puncture wounds in the chest, hip and
head areas. It was collared and released argighal was monitored from the ground on the
17th and was not heard in the immediate captuie am February™ while checking radio
signals from the ground, FWP heard a mortality gidrom the newly collared wolf SW154M in
the Madison Valley. During a routine radio flight February 10, the collar location was pin
pointed. On February 16 the collar and carcassretasved and taken to the FWP lab in
Bozeman for necropsy. When WS collared this anmnalanuary 16, it appeared that it had
been wounded in a fight with other wolves. Updméxamination it was surmised that the wolf
had previous injuries from other wolves and tratgath may have resulted from an injury from
a bull elk as it had a deep puncture wound in tlestthat penetrated into the heart sac. The
FWP vet said it could have survived many more adies this type of injury.

SWI157F (near Ennis): On Jan 26th a trapper caught an adult femaleyddfyin a leg hold trap

in the Bear Creek area south of Ennis, MT. FWRq@amel responded and collared and release
the wolf. It is unknown which pack it is assocdhteith. On September 11 this wolf was found
during a radio monitoring flight several miles frahe reported site. On September 16 an
archery hunter found this wolf dead. FWP and USFfsrcement retrieved the collar but
could not determine the cause of death.

SW237F (north end of Gravelly Mountains): On Sept. 1st, an adult gray female wolf (SW237F;
4-5 years old weighing 90#'s) was captured by ptgersonnel and collared near Morgan
Gulch in the northern part of the Gravelly Mountain SWMT. This wolf was not breeding.
The recently radio collared wolf (SW237F) from tierth Gravelly Mountains did not appear to
be traveling with the North Gravelly pack and haslmeen relocated in the area during recent
monitoring flights.

Wall Creek (south of Ennis): Two wolves were collared near the Wall Creek Manag@ Area

in the Madison Valley. Both of these wolves appddcebe dispersers and had not shown pack
activity or affiliation. No depredations were refgal and they were not considered a resident
pack. SWO073F was last heard in the area on August 2% 2a6@ not found again and SW72F
was last heard near the Blacktail Wildlife Managat&rea and seen with two other uncollared
wolves late in December 2007 (see SWO072F groupspexcted packs in MTGYA).
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Suspected Packs in Montana GYA

Trail Creek area: Four to six wolves were reported in the Bullis €k@rea of Paradise Valley
during the hunting season. A Leopold dispersintacd female from YNP was heard in the
area in November. These animals were not includdak final 2007 minimum population
estimate because personnel could not verify sulesggaports. We will continue to monitor
this area in 2008 to confirm wolf activity.

SWO72F group: Three wolves, one of which is the collared Wall €kreisperser SW072F was
located around the Blacktail / Sage Creek areassdthree wolves are included in the
population estimate as lone/miscellaneous wolVeis. uncertain if this group will stay together,
and it will be monitored closely in 2008.

Other Miscellaneous Information in Montana GYA

Project personnel received multiple reports of satgnd wolf activity in the northwest end of the
Crazy Mountains (vicinity of Lennop, MartinsdaledaBixteenmile Creek). FWP talked with
several landowners in the area and will investigat® reports in 2008.

Montana portion of the Central Idaho Experimental Area
Overview

In 2007, we documented a minimum estimate of 12®Re&gin 23 packs in the Montana portion
of the Central Idaho Experimental Area. This isramtease from 76 wolves in 16 packs at the
end of the year in 2006. There were 8 newly idieatipacks in 2007, one of which was
removed for livestock depredations. Some of tipesdks are believed to be first year packs and
some are likely to have existed the previous year.

Previously verified packs that still existed in Z00ere the Battlefield, Big Hole, Black Canyon,
Brooks Creek, Divide Creek, East Fork Bitterrocke Como, Miner Lakes, Mt Haggin,
Mussigbrod, Painted Rocks, Sapphire, Skalkaho,, SUédcome Creek, and Willow Creek
packs. Newly documented packs in 2007 includedetdmt Fork Rock Creek, Flint Creek,
Grasshopper, Pintler, Ram Mountain, Trail Creekl, @rapper Peak packs. The Fleecer
Mountain pack was also a new verified pack for 2@t the pack was removed before the end
of the year because of repeated livestock depauatiThe Bearmouth pack, first documented
in 2006, was removed in 2007 due tochronic livdstbepredations.

The Hughes Creek pack (Idaho/Montana border paahiied and spent the majority of their
time in Idaho in 2007 and will therefore countle idaho population estimate. SW64M, a
disperser from the Sage Creek pack east of Dilltsg counted in the 2007 Idaho estimate,
although he was found in Montana on multiple oanasi
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During 2007, 17 (68%) of 25 verified packs were itared using ground and aerial telemetry at
some point during the year. At the end of 2007(5/3%6) of 23 remaining verified packs were
being monitored using ground and aerial telemeftfeven wolves in 7 packs were captured and
radio collared in the Montana portion of the CID2007. Four wolves were radio collared
during MFWP trapping efforts and 4 were radio aalthby WS. Three wolves were caught by
coyote trappers and were collared and released\y personnel. In addition, the Nez Perce
Tribe collared 4 wolves in the Big Hole pack inhda Radio collared wolves were located 1-2
times per month by fixed-wing aircratft.

Nine of 23 packs monitored in the MT portion of tBE occupied the Montana/ Idaho border:
Battlefield, Big Hole, Black Canyon, Brooks Creé&lake Como, Miner Lakes, Painted Rocks,
Sula, and Trapper Peak packs. The Battlefield,HRitg, Black Canyon, Brooks Creek, and
Miner Lakes packs have been verified to spend imidaho. The others were only suspected to
spend time in Idaho, based on proximity of sighgingtelemetry locations. Because these 9
packs denned in Montana, or were known to havetspest of their time in Montana, they were
counted as Montana packs for 2007. MFWP conduots of the monitoring of these packs in
close coordination with IDFG and the NPT, with eheeption of the Big Hole pack, which was
monitored by both agencies in both states. ThehdsigCreek pack spent most of its time in
Idaho and was monitored primarily by IDFG.

Reproduction was confirmed in 14 packs: Big HolackR Canyon, Brooks Creek, Divide Creek,
East Fork Bitterroot, Miner Lakes, Mussigbrod, RintSapphire, Skalkaho, Sula, Trail Creek,
Trapper Peak, and Willow Creek packs. Although pupse documented in the Mussigbrod,
Sapphire, and Trapper Peak packs, their survita¢ecould not be confirmed at the end of 2007
or pups were known to have died for various reaséios the remaining 11 packs, a minimum of
39 pups were produced and 9 packs (Big Hole, BGakyon, Brooks Creek, Divide Creek,
Pintler, Skalkaho, Sula, Trail Creek, and Willone€k) met the breeding pair requirement.
Reproductive status of the Battlefield, East FodclRCreek, Flint Creek, Grasshopper, Lake
Como, Painted Rocks, and Ram Mountain packs wasamk

Two dispersals were documented in 2007. SW47Fedsgp from the Battlefield pack east to
the Pioneer Mountains. At the end of 2007 shelvedisved to still be alone and was spending
time in both the East and West Pioneers. BlackyGamvolf SW67M, who disappeared in
August 2006, was found on the Mt Haggin game randril 2007. He paired up with a
female but did not produce pups in 2007. The Ipalid a territory in the Mt Haggin area at the
end of the year and are called the Mt Haggin pack.

Ten packs were confirmed to have killed livesto8attlefield, Bearmouth, Brooks Creek,
Fleecer Mountain, Miner Lakes, Mt Haggin, MussighrBintler, Sapphire and Skalkaho.
Twenty-five cattle and 5 sheep were confirmed Hiend 5 yearlings and 1 calf were confirmed
injured. Thirty-five wolf mortalities were documtexa in 2007. Thirty-one wolves were killed
in response to depredations: five were shot byapeicitizens [10(j)] and 26 were killed by WS.
One wolf was killed illegally, one was hit by a cane died due to capture stress, and one
mortality cause was unknown. Two radio-collaredwss in the Sapphire pack were missing at
the end of 2007.
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Verified Packs (Table 1c in Appendix 3)

Battlefield
* 3 wolves; not a breeding pair
» 1 calf, 2 yearlings confirmed killed; 5 wolves rewed by WS

History: The Battlefield pack formed in 2002.

2007 Activities: Four gray wolves were believed to be in the Ba#ldfpack in early 2007.

A yearling heifer was killed on private land in Marand 2 wolves were killed by WS
shortly thereafter, including a bred female. Af eald another yearling heifer were killed in
early April and 3 more wolves were killed. It isgsible that some of these wolves involved
in the depredations that were killed were membgtseoMussigbrod pack and not the
Battlefield pack, because some of the wolves wkxekb Wolves in the Battlefield pack had
been predominantly gray. There were no collathéMussigbrod pack and the collared
Battlefield female SW47F was not present duringe¢hdepredations. She had been alone
and seemed to be starting to disperse. Thesedgmes occurred in the heart of the
Battlefield pack territory however, which makesibre likely to assume Battlefield was
involved. The most likely explanation may be ttiere was a lot of reshuffling going on
with wolves in this area in the spring, which ig sorprising given that both packs had
members removed in 2006 due to livestock depreasiti®W47F permanently left the
Battlefield pack territory in the summer and hasrgghe rest of the year in the East and
West Pioneers. In early August FWP followed upeports of wolves in Ruby Creek,
which has been traditionally used by the Battlefighck. Tracks of at least 3 wolves were
confirmed. No collaring attempts were made duréoactivity in the area. Reproductive
status was unknown.

Bearmouth
* pack removed; not a breeding pair
» 3 calves confirmed killed, 5 yearlings injured; blwes removed by WS; 3 wolves killed
under 10j

History: First confirmed in 2006.

2007 Activities: In early 2007, 4 wolves (2 adults, 2 pups) waaight to exist in the
Bearmouth pack. In April 2007 they denned andéagday pups. In August five yearlings
were confirmed injured and WS found the pack’s eavdus site in the middle of a large
number of cattle on public land. WS killed thehalpmale and hazed the rest of the pack
with the helicopter. FWP followed up and believkdy had left the area. In early
September a landowner shot 3 wolves (all pups)rimate land under the 10j rule. Two
other wolves were also shot and hit but were néuerd and it was unknown if they
survived. The wolves had killed 2 calves at tmset FWP believed there was a good
chance this event would haze the pack out of tee so no further control work was
proposed at that time. However, the following tlag pack killed another calf just over the
hill from where the shooting and depredations hadioed the day before. FWP authorized
WS to remove the rest of the pack, since the wakpgeared to be keyed into the livestock
as a primary food source. The remaining 2 adintduding alpha female SW87F) and 3
pups were killed shortly thereafter.
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Big Hole
* 5 adults, 5 pups; breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: The Big Hole pack formed when B7 and B11 (reldarel995 as part of the

original reintroduction efforts) pair bonded in 89987 and B11 were translocated out of the
Big Hole Valley, Montana twice, in 1996 and 199&fdre settling and establishing a

territory near Lolo Pass, west of Missoula. Thg Bble pack has had a continuous tenure in
its home range since 1997.

2007 Activities: The Big Hole pack splits its time between Momtamd Idaho but denned in
Montana and therefore was officially counted asantdna pack in 2007. Field work and
monitoring flights were conducted by both the Nt & WP. B7, one of the founding
members of the Big Hole pack was found hit by anear Salmon, Idaho in early January.
He was estimated at 13.75 years old. He hardlyangdeeth left and was scavenging road
kill when he was hit. His collar gave out in 2003 he was last seen with the Big Hole
pack in 2005. B151F, who was monitored in 2008appeared in early 2007 and it was
likely her collar failed. Efforts were made by bdtWP and the NPT in Idaho to re-collar
this pack. FWP personnel set traps in Montanarty summer but did not catch any
wolves. The Big Hole pack had rendezvous sitddaho for the latter part of the summer.
NPT personnel trapped in Idaho and caught andredlihe presumed alpha male in July.
During a monitoring flight less than a week latastmale turned up dead. FWP recovered
the carcass and because the wolf died within a oiiis capture location and soon after the
capture, his death was presumed related to thereapAround this same time a pup was
also caught and was collared with a temporary ntakesllar built with a trap transmitter,
as the pup was too small to wear a regular collduis collar served its purpose of helping
the NPT locate the rest of the pack and they cadl@ more wolves in August, a female pup
(B347F) and an adult male (B348M). The NPT coumtgaips during their field efforts.

The trap transmitter collar fell off later in thalfand was retrieved. During the summer
NPT personnel saw a collared gray adult wolf withoa-functioning radio collar and this
wolf was seen again by FWP during a monitoringhiim December. This wolf is likely
B151F, whose collar is thought to have failed eath the year. At the end of the year FWP
counted 10 wolves (5 adults, 5 pups) in this packfthe air.

Black Canyon
* 4 adults, 4 pups; breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: First confirmed in 2004.

2007 Activities: At the end of 2006 there were thought to be at [2agolves left in the

Black Canyon pack after control actions had rem@/aalves earlier that year. SW67M,
who was collared in 2006 and disappeared that Auguas confirmed to have dispersed and
was found in the Mt Haggin area in April 2007 pdiveith a female. No other collars
remained in the Black Canyon pack and there wevepigblic reports until hunting season.
There were numerous sightings reported by huntaisgithe fall in both Montana and
Idaho. In November FWP personnel cut tracks ¢éadt 6 wolves in Montana and a Forest
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Service biologist counted 8 on the Idaho side udiclg 4 pups. No collaring attempts were
made because it was late in the season.

Brooks Creek
» 3 adults, 4 pups; breeding pair
» 3 calves confirmed killed; 2 wolves removed by V¥Syolf killed under 10j

History: The Bass Creek pack initially established in #rsa in 1998. After repeated
conflicts with livestock on private property, thetiee pack was translocated to the Spotted
Bear area of the South Fork of the Flathead Rivezre they established the Spotted Bear
pack (see northwest Montana pack summaries abdve).Brooks Creek pack was first
documented in 2005.

2007 Activities: The Brooks Creek pack denned in Montana in 200&/aho in 2006, and
back in Montana in 2007. SW17M, who was collare@005, continued to be tracked
through 2007. This pack was confirmed to havesdikt least 3 calves in the Bitterroot
Valley in June. A landowner shot 1 wolf under 1g regulations and WS removed 2 other
wolves. The pack moved their pups later in Junthéa from the cattle and problems ceased.
Later in the year FWP counted 3 adults and 4 pupsg a monitoring flight.

Divide Creek
e 4 adults, 3 pups; not a breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: First confirmed in 2006.

2007 Activities: After estimating 4 wolves in this pack at the eh@006, FWP counted 5
during an aerial survey early in 2007. SW118F iomed to be monitored throughout 2007
and in October three pups were counted from theAtithe end of 2007, seven wolves were
seen traveling together (4 adults, 3 pups).

East Fork Bitterroot
» atleast 4 wolves (at least 1 pup); not a breegaig
* no depredations confirmed

History: First confirmed in 2006.

2007 Activities: In early 2007 there were at least 3 adults apd in the East Fork
Bitterroot pack. The collared alpha female SW1d&isS tracked all year and localized

during denning season. In September, two adutts3gsups were seen traveling together but
by the end of the year only 4 gray wolves were semsistently together and it could not be
determined if this was a breeding pair.
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East Fork Rock Creek
» atleast 3 wolves; not a breeding pair
* maybe 1 confirmed calf

History: New in 2007.

2007 Activities: Sightings of gray wolves were common in the Meddhd East Fork of
Rock Creek during 2007. The neighboring pack Sapphire pack, was predominantly
black and so it was suspected this was a diffegenip. In April a calf was confirmed killed
in the Middle Fork of Rock Creek and the collarenlwes in the Sapphire pack were not
found nearby. It was unknown at the time whichweslwere involved. FWP confirmed a
minimum of 3 gray wolves in this pack at the endhaf year. It's possible this pack winters
to the east around Garrity Mountain, as gray wolvere reported in that area later in the
year.

Fleecer Mountain
* pack removed; not a breeding pair
e 2 calves confirmed killed; 3 wolves removed by WS

History: New in 2007.

2007 Activities: This pack was first documented when a newboriwvead confirmed killed

in August. WS trapped and collared a gray aduttdie, SW232F. She had an injured right
front leg she was unable to use and did not tfardbr the first 2 weeks after she was
released. She connected back up with 3 other lanedlwolves and another calf was
confirmed killed in early September. An uncollaggdy wolf was killed by WS shortly
thereafter. The landowner was calving at the @me the wolves continued to hang around
the ranch. A leasee on an adjacent USFS grazimignaint reported seeing these wolves
harassing cattle and FWP personnel caught andatiasevolves out of the cattle on another
occasion. The landowner reported one of her cahissing in one of the pastures where one
of the earlier calves was killed. FWP decidedeimove the remaining 3 members of the
pack due to a high potential for further problemd hecause the wolves were continuing to
key into the cattle. WS killed 2 other wolves umting SW232F. The fourth wolf may have
been killed but was not found.

Flint Creek
» atleast 4 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: New in 2007.

2007 Activities: A landowner south of Jens reported seeing 3 vedlteblack, 2 gray) on
their property in July. FWP investigated and fosondhe old wolf sign. Traps were set in
the area but nothing was caught. Very few repmatse in through the rest of year. But at
the end of the year, 4 wolves were documented FledrCreek and were involved in
depredations in early January 2008.
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Grasshopper
» atleast 3 wolves; not a breeding pair

* no depredations reported
History: New in 2007

2007 Activities: This pack was first documented when a coyotgeam Warm Springs
near Jackson caught an adult male wolf in onefraps in January 2007. The wolf
(SW156M) was collared and released by FWP. Furtiaritoring found him with 2 other
gray uncollared wolves. The wolves spent mosheirttime in the Grasshopper Valley but
were also found further north on occasion in thesifRoneers, southeast of Wisdom. In
April, SW156M was caught chasing cattle and wag bli@ landowner under the 10j
regulations. Little was known about the remair@ngolves until later in the year. Three
wolves were documented using the Grasshopper Vatléye end of the year and are
believed to be part of this same original group.

Lake Como
» atleast 5 wolves; not a breeding pair
e 2 pygmy goats probable

History: This pack initially produced pups and was documegas a breeding pair with 5
members at the end of 2002. This pack has neesr tzglio collared.

2007 Activities: Very little was known about this pack in early 200WP collared two
wolves in the spring southwest of Darby and thodlgbse wolves were members of the
Lake Como pack but they turned out to be a diffegeoup (see Trapper Peak pack) because
tracking throughout the year revealed that theyndiluse the Lake Como/Lost Horse area.
Meanwhile there were reports during the springagain during the winter in the Lake
Como area north to Sawtooth and Blodgett Creek PFforitized this area for snow
tracking work in December and consistently cutts sétracks in the area. In the fall a
landowner in the Camas Creek area reported 3 wshadlang her horses. Later in
December two pygmy goats were killed in the sammeeg# area and WS thought this was a
highly probable wolf depredation but a dog hadutlstd the carcasses making it difficult to
prove. There have been other reports of 7 wolvéke area but FWP could only confirm 5
at the end of the year. Reproductive status wkaawn.

Miner Lakes
e 1 adult, 3 pups; not a breeding pair
» 1 calf confirmed killed, 1 calf probable; 1 wolfmeved by WS

History: Confirmed in 2006.

2007 Activities: B191F was a dispersing wolf from the Soldier Miaum pack in Idaho and
was found in the Big Hole Valley in July 2006. S¥esred with a male in 2006 and they
denned in the Big Hole Valley in 2007 and had 3spuf calf was confirmed killed in July
and another calf was probable. Prior to this el@rdowners in the same general had
reported a black wolf harassing cattle on at |I2asther occasions. WS killed the uncollared
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alpha male in response in early August. B191Fedhike 3 pups through the end of the year
and continued to spend time in both Idaho and Muta
Mt. Haggin
e 2 adults, 0 pups; not a breeding pair
* 1 calf confirmed killed

History: New pair documented in 2007. It is unknown leethe uncollared female is
related to the original Mt Haggin pack.

2007 Activities: Wolf activity has been documented in the Mt Haggyea for numerous
years but little has been known about these wdbeesuse there were no collars. In April
2007 FWP found missing Black Canyon wolf SW67M lba Mt Haggin Wildlife
Management Area. One calf was confirmed killedrenWMA in July and SW67M was
found nearby. FWP personnel spent 2 weeks inréeeia July tracking this wolf and trying
to haze him out of the cattle. He was found painedvith an uncollared female but their
movements were not localized and no pups were folNwfurther depredations occurred
and during monitoring flights later in the year F\&d&wv only the 2 gray adults.

Mussigbrod
* 3 wolves; not a breeding pair

» 4 calves confirmed killed; 3 wolves removed by WS
History: First confirmed in 2006.

2007 Activities: The Mussigbrod pack was believed to consist téat 6 wolves in early
2007. A calf was confirmed killed in March. Atghime there were other depredations in
March and April further south in traditional Baftedd territory and wolves were killed in

that area in response. Some of these wolves maybeen from the Mussigbrod pack (see
Battlefield narrative). During the summer thereeview reports but in the fall an FWP
biologist saw 2 black wolves while bird huntingumherous other reports came in during the
hunting season but it was too late in the yeardp/tollar. In late December three calves
were confirmed killed and WS killed 3 wolves twoyddater, including 1 pup. Three other
wolves were seen nearby. Depredations persistedriy January 2008 and FWP authorized
WS to remove the rest of the pack.

Painted Rocks
» atleast 2 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: Wolf activity was initially documented in the Rged Rocks area (West Fork of the
Bitterroot River near the Montana/ldaho borderwite location of dispersing Idaho female
B67 in this area in 2001. B67 was monitored thioR002, and the pack has not contained a
radio-collared individual since.

2007 Activities: At least 4 wolves were thought to comprise the fedifiRocks pack at the
beginning of 2007. MFWP personnel scouted the Weskt of the Bitterroot several times
during the summer and found old wolf sign, but nmogHresh enough to warrant a capture
effort. Through a combination of summer field warkd snow tracking FWP could only
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confirm that a minimum of 2 wolves were using thesaat the end of 2007, though there are
likely more.

Pintler
« 3 adults, 3 pups; breeding pair
e 1 calf confirmed killed

History: New pack in 2007 though likely present in 2006.

2007 Activities: There were reports of wolf activity in the Fistgrand Mud Creek drainages
in 2006 though it was uncertain at that time whetranot it was the Mussigbrod pack.

FWP trapped in the area in July 2007 and collareddult gray breeding female. A calf was
confirmed killed in the area in late August and Bietler pack was believed responsible.
Landowners reported seeing a collared gray waliénarea. At the end of the year, FWP
counted 3 adults and 3 pups in this pack.

Ram Mountain
» Atleast 5 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: New pack in 2007 though likely present in 2006.

2007 Activities: In fall 2006 wolf activity was reported consisiigmear the upper main
stem of Rock Creek. The Sapphire pack has beenrktmuse part of the main stem of
Rock Creek around the Stony Creek area beforeranillow Creek has been know to use
an adjacent area as well. However, neither packfauand in this area when the wolf
activity was reported and documented by FWP and W&ports were scarce in the spring
and during the summer most of the area was clasttetpublic due to fires. In the fall,
FWP initiated a trapping effort after a cow wasrfdihung up in a fence and dead. It was
unknown whether wolves or something else had chimedow into the fence but wolf sign
was found in the area and traps were set. No waoleare caught and traps had to be pulled
at the beginning of rifle season. Five gray wolwese believed to inhabit this area at the
end of 2007.

Sapphire
» At least 4 wolves; not a breeding pair
» 2 calves confirmed killed; 5 wolves removed by VW Sljegal mortality

History: First confirmed in 2001.

2007 Activities: Fourteen wolves (13 black and 1 gray) were esethat the Sapphire pack
in early 2007, at least four of which were pup®V45F, collared in 2005, disappeared over
the winter and was believed to have dispersed. &\W&ollared in 2006, was likely illegally
killed sometime in late winter. Her collar was folcut off in Rock Creek in April. That

left one collared wolf, SW83M, in the pack. In M&YS trapped and radio collared 2 more
wolves: an adult gray male (SW183M) and a blacklyeafemale (SW184F). SW183M
was never found with the rest of the pack durirgrttonth he was tracked and he was likely
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not associated with the Sapphire pack. His caligped in late June. FWP saw 6-7 black
pups from the air in mid-June. Around this sameetiSW45F reappeared and she was
tracked with the rest of the pack until Novembenew she disappeared again. Defenders of
Wildlife funded a range rider program on the aféectanch during the course of the summer
(see range rider section under Research and RiethieS). A calf was confirmed killed in

late July and one wolf was killed by WS returnioghe carcass. In September another calf
was confirmed killed and the pack was located neaFRour wolves were killed by WS
including a breeding female and 3 pups. By theddritle year SW184F disappeared and is
thought to have dispersed. There should have &igleast 3 pups left in the pack and up to 6
adults. However only 4 black wolves were seen istarstly traveling together at the end of
the year (including SW83M) and it is unknown whettie others are still present.

Skalkaho
e 4 adults, 5 pups; breeding pair
» 1 calf confirmed killed; 1 wolf removed by WS

History: Confirmed in 2005 but likely present in 2004.

2006 Activities: The status of the Skalkaho pack was unknown iry@&07. One collared
wolf was illegally killed in late 2006 and 2 otheollared wolves had gone missing. Very

few sightings were reported over the winter. la $pring, the Skalkaho pack reappeared and
killed a calf on private property. WS collaredeayling male (SW196M) and removed the
alpha female. The pack moved to higher elevatitumgig the summer and no other conflicts
were reported. In July a FWP biologist doing dnselrvey incidentally saw the pack from

the air and counted 5 pups. In early Decembeoyate trapper caught 2 male pups and
FWP collared and released them both (SW269M, SW2370M the end of the year 9 gray
wolves were seen traveling together (4 adults apdps).

Qul

Q

* 10 wolves (at least 3 pups); breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: Confirmed in 2005 but likely present in 2004.
2007 Activities: Seven wolves were believed to comprise the Sulla aathe beginning of
2007. The pack localized during denning seasanndpups were counted until later in the
year. We continued to monitor radio-collared weWW20M throughout the year and in
December saw a minimum of 10 wolves in this pac&luding 3 pups.

Trail Creek
» 3 adults, 3 pups; breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: New pack in 2007 though likely present in 2006.
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2007 Activities: A hiker reported accidentally walking into thiagk’s rendezvous site near
the East Fork Bitterroot/Big Hole divide in AugustWP followed up and counted 3 gray
adults and 3 gray pups. Trapping efforts wereatat soon thereafter but were thwarted by
a fire that broke out very close to the trapliffeaps were pulled without any captures and
the wolves moved on. This pack is believed totbselrail Creek area as well as the
southwest part of the East Fork including TolaneRre

Trapper Peak
» 2 wolves; not a breeding pair

* no depredations reported

History: Wolf activity was documented in this area in 2006 was not verified as distinct
from the Lake Como pack until 2007.

2007 Activities: Wolf activity was confirmed in the Tin Cup Creafea in 2006 but was
believed to be the uncollared Lake Como pack.phng of 2007 wolf sign was again
confirmed in the Tin Cup area. A landowner sodtDarby reported wolves on their
property in April and FWP set traps in the arearr@haffin Creek. Two wolves were
captured and collared, a yearling female (SW17@H)alactating adult female (SW176F).
Wolf sign in the area indicated a pack of at I&sfolves. This pack localized and 2 black
pups were seen from the air in early July. Thiskgzeld a small home range throughout the
rest of the year, southwest of Darby and it wasmened they were distinct from the Lake
Como pack. In September several people reportégjued collared black wolf dragging

its hind end near Rye Creek. FWP investigateddahdiot find either collared wolf very
close to where this injured wolf was sighted. Aekdéater, SW176F turned up dead during a
monitoring flight. Her carcass was recovered aas wery emaciated and was likely the
wolf reported the week before. SW176F was setitédab in Bozeman and is still pending
necropsy. At the end of the year only 2 wolves (SW@F and an uncollared gray adult) were
seen consistently together. FWP also snow trattkedrea and only cut tracks of 2 wolves
in December.

Welcome Creek
* 4 adults, 0 pups; not a breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations

History: First confirmed in 2006.

2007 Activities: In early 2007, 4 wolves were thought to existhe Welcome Creek pack.

A rancher grazing his cattle on Plum Creek lanthe"Woodchuck area thought he may have
had a calf killed in July but nothing remainedrigeastigate. At the same time a logger
reported consistent wolf tracks nearby on a slad ive was working. FWP set traps and
collared a gray yearling female (SW218F). Aftex wolf was released FWP spent several
days in the area looking for the wolf but she caudd be found. At this same time the
airspace closed due to fires in the area and sard@could not be flown. When the airspace
reopened in the fall, FWP searched for SW218F sgtienes and still could not find her.
Finally in November she was located and was traéethe remainder of the year. Four
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gray adult wolves were seen consistently from themddecember but no pups appeared
present.

Willow Creek
* 5 adults, 5 pups; breeding pair
» 1 calf confirmed injured

History: First confirmed in 2005 with the dispersal of BMifrom the Buffalo Ridge pack
near Challis, Idaho. This pack is likely not rethto the original Willow Creek pack.

2007 Activities: In early 2007, 5 wolves (4 adults, 1 pup) were tiduo exist in the Willow
Creek pack. Collared wolves B142M and SW82F caomtihto be tracked through 2007.
The pack’s den site and rendezvous sites wereigatpiand near cattle and FWP made
numerous efforts during the summer to haze the egobwut of the area. The wolves did not
move far but no depredations were confirmed untidoBer when a calf was confirmed
injured after it was brought down off the forestt the end of the year 10 gray wolves were
seen from the air: 5 adults (including collaredwes B142M and SW82F) and 5 pups.

Verified Border Packs Counting in Idaho PopulationEstimate (Table 3 in Appendix 3)

Hughes Creek

History: First documented by IDFG in 2005.

2007 Activities: See 2007 Idaho Annual Report.

Miscellaneous / Lone Individuals in Montana CID

SW64M: This male wolf, originally dispersed from the S&yeek pack east of Dillon,

continued to spend time on the Continental Dividietlswest of Dillon in 2007. He was found
more often in Idaho than Montana and therefore tsoumidaho population estimates for 2007.

At the end of the year, SW64M was paired with acaliared female. They may have been
responsible for some depredations that occurrélaeiiBig Sheep Creek area in 2007, but agency
personnel could not confirm which wolves were iwmeal. Three calves and 5 buck sheep were
confirmed killed in the area during the year.

Suspected Packs in Montana CID
There are several areas where MFWP suspectedibedeavolf activity, but did not have

enough information to verify whether new packs wgnesent. These areas will potentially be
explored in 2008:
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Alder Peak: There were numerous reports of wolf activity arotimel Alder Peak area in the
West Pioneers. A fire in this area during the s@nprecluded FWP from investigating.

Watchtower Creek: There were a number of reports in the Nez Peratglitower and Boulder
Creek drainages and wolf sign was confirmed indlagas. But it is unknown whether this
pack is distinct from the Painted Rocks pack.

Roaring Lion: IDFG documented a wolf pack around the Moose laakea just across the
Montana border in Idaho. But it is unknown whettines pack is distinct from Lake Como.

Other Miscellaneous Information in Montana CID

Nothing to report.

OUTREACH AND EDUCATION

MFWP’s wolf program outreach and education effares varied, but significant. Outreach
activities take a variety of forms and include: tag people in the field, visiting landowners on
their ranches, phone conversations and email te@ shirmation and answer questions, and
granting interviews with the media, writers, andess. MFWP wolf staff also gave
presentations at organized functions. MFWP alspgmed and distributed a variety of printed
outreach materials and media releases to help Mansabecome more familiar with the
Montana wolf population, the state’s plan, anddbeent federal regulations. During the course
of the year, MFWP staff note most their outreadbres and activities in the USFWS Wolf
Weekly report.

Other MFWP staff and volunteers are instrumentaldoomplishing MFWP’s outreach efforts.
These include area game wardens, area wildlif@gisis, block management personnel,
information officers and front desk staff, stafftbé Education Bureau, State Parks employees,
the Helena staff (who work closely with the MFWPN@uission, the legislature, and a variety of
other elected or appointed officials), hunter ediocainstructors, etc.

An important specific initiative in 2006 was thelesign of the wolf pages on the MFWP
website. In 2007, periodic updates were made. pHges were updated with new information
on a variety of subjects with respect to wolf camagon and management in Montana. In
February, MFWP launched an application for the jouiol log on and view flight reports. The
wolf report application continued to bring valuabliérmation from the public. Wolf reports
help MFWP monitoring existing packs and documentitodf activity in new areas. See
www.fwp.mt.gov/wildthings/wolf

A wide variety of media requests are received, irapffom daily newspapers, magazines,
documentary flmmakers, and authors. Additionale MFWP website receives email
comments and questions from a wide variety of estad publics. Efforts are made to respond
to as many as possible, which to date has been all.
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A feature-length documentary was released lat®@v 2Wolves in ParadiseThis film is one of
the first to tell the story of the challenges appartunities of wolf conservation and
management outsidetional park settings in the northern Rockigschtonicles a traditional
ranching operation in the Paradise Valley and copgp# with a non-traditional ranching
operation in the Madison Valley. It highlights tb@mmon ground and overlapping interests of
conservationists and ranchers in protecting opanespnd finding ways to have livestock and
wolves on the Montana landscape. This documemtasya co-production of Homefire
Productions (Bill Campbell, Livingston, MT), thedependent Television Service, and KUSM /
Montana PBS, with funding provided by the Corpanatior Public Broadcasting, Montana
Committee for the Humanities, and The Greater Mmafaoundation. A community screening
of the film in Bozeman was followed by a panel di@mce participation event. Attendees gained
valuable insights. A benefit of such community geabout wolves, wolf recovery and
management is that a deeper appreciation of tleectrallenges and opportunities of integrating
wolves into the Montana landscape develops. Aaidtily, it continues the grassroots
conversations among Montanans that started witlrilgenal Wolf Advisory Council in 2000.

The most significant outreach occurs on a dailydoaben project personnel are meeting people
in the field and answering phone calls or emaitirigs. This informal outreach is not recorded
here. In addition to the field contacts, MFWP fgaff gave many more formal presentations
throughout the year to a variety of groups. A mmnm of 47 presentations were given to about
2,100 in 2007. When broken down by category, tagnty of presentations were made to
other agency/government professionals and landoiMhastock interests. However, no single
group or setting dominated our efforts, as showavbe

Outreach Categories:

Civic: Kiwanis Club, Rotary Club, Lions Club, etc.

Teacher/school: K-12, teachers

College/Professional: colleges, conferences, anit aducation

Hunting: hunting, check stations, outfitting, raaad gun, etc.

Landowner / Livestock: livestock groups, permitiegatershed groups, etc.
Agency/government: Forest Service, BLM, NPS, couktgntana Legislative Committees, etc.

Outreach Categories # of Programs Number of public
Civic 7 (15%) 343 (16%)
Teacher/school 3 (6%) 200 (10%)
College/professional 8 (17%) 525 (25%)
Hunting 3 (6%) 160 (7%)
Landowners / Livestock 15 (32%) 477 (23%)
Agency/government 11 (24%) 395 (19%)
Total: 47 (100%) 2100 (100%)
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RESEARCH, FIELD STUDIES, AND PROJECT PUBLICATIONS

Gradients of predation risk affect distribution and migration of a large herbivore.

Investigator: Jamin Grigg, Department of Ecology, Montana Stétesersity, Bozeman, MT
59717.

Abstract: Few studies have placed wildlife behavioral reses to human disturbance and
hunting pressure within the larger ecological crhté predator-prey theory. Given that large
herbivores respond behaviorally to the presenaeobies and other predators, we should expect
similar adaptive behavioral responses when largeieres are presented with risk in the form
of human disturbance and hunting pressure. Orexinflhuman access, disturbance, and thus
potential predation risk to large herbivores fronmters are road and trail networks bisecting
large herbivore ranges. | evaluated the effectauafian disturbance and predation pressure in
the forms of motorized and total combined accessar&s on elk Cervus elaphus) summer

home range size, timing of fall migration, and mmeat rates by placing 49 GPS radio-collars
on adult female elk on a winter range in the MadliSalley, MT over the course of a two-year
study. | found evidence that elk responded to mwed access during the summer by increasing
summer home range size. Further, regional vanatigpredation risk from human hunters
resulted in elk subjected to the highest levelsuwfting pressure initiating fall migration from
summer ranges to winter ranges earlier than ellestdal to lower levels or no hunting pressure.
These winter ranges are mostly privately-ownedhkamas that provide relative refuge from
hunting pressure. All elk in this study summeradpablic lands, yet most elk summering in
heavily hunted regions were unavailable to puldiedl hunters for large portions of the hunting
seasons due to early fall migration patterns. NMoxat rate models were ambiguous and | was
unable to detect differences associated with ma#drand total access levels, though movement
rates during the hunting seasons were correlatddwarying regional predation risk. This
research potentially provides valuable knowledgeidtogists across the western United States
managing large herbivore populations that summeyulnic lands and winter in privately-

owned agricultural valleys, and provides insighbigeneral predator-prey behavioral
relationships.

Recent project publication:
Grigg, J. 2007. Gradients of predation risk afféistribution and migration of a large
herbivore. Master’s thesis, Montana State Unitgr&ozeman, MT 59717.

Expanding the Use of Time of Death Deter mination Parameters to Carnivores: A Two Part
Project

Investigator: F. Carleen Gonder, University of Montana; Mastdrgterdisciplinary Studies:
Criminology and Forensic Anthropology (Wildlife Fearsics); (406) 244-0007;
carleen_montana@yahoo.com
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Soonsor Numerous individuals and organizations have cbuted to this project, but primary
sponsor is the Association of Midwest Fish and Game Enforcement Officers. Material from
this project will appear in their field manuals.

Purpose: Law enforcement investigators have long understbedmportance of time of death
determinations, both short term or during the @hi#4 hours postmortem, and long term by
understanding the various stages of decomposifldre focus of this project is on
decomposition. Eight wolves, four mountain liotvgg black bears and a whitetail deer are now
in the dry stage of decomposition. Due to theirlabdity, wolves have become a control for
documentation of seasonal variation. A time |gpseto essay is being prepared in manual
format that will have a corresponding overlay adgmminant insects associated with the various
decomposition stages which are indicators for th@eath. Included in this manual will be
insect collection protocols for forensic entomotagipurposes, specific to wildlife and the
intermountain west and mid west regions. Plansiaderway to continue this decomposition
project over a period of several years to introduew variables and gather comparable data for
several wildlife species.

Project Activities. On 19 June 2006, two wolves were placed for deawsmtion in an electrified
exclosure. Their carcasses remain relatively traad preserved due to mummification. On 15
Sept. two wolves and a black bear were placedsgcand exclosure and they are mummified.
A black bear was placed 28 Oct., and three moutitais and a whitetail deer were placed 22
Nov. Two wolves were placed 1 Dec and anotherdioril Jan. 2007. Two additional wolves
were placed 4 April. All carcasses are at the drgodnposition stage. Though the focus of this
project is on carnivores, the addition of the dess the stage for long term wildlife
decomposition study.

Due to their availability, wolves will provide seaml variation for one species. Two yearling
females were placed mid June (summer). The weedhsined hot and dry for most of the
summer. Within two weeks of placement their hidesexnearly mummified, with little
underlying tissue. Two adult females were placed eptember (fall). While temperatures
remained warm, there was slightly more precipitatibhis resulted in delayed carcass drying.
They are now at the dry stage. The summer anavtdlles are well preserved due to
mummification. Two adult males were placed earlg®rber (winter), and remained static for
several months. They are now at the dry stage. Walees were placed in April (spring) with
increased amounts of moisture in the form of rdiimfiad higher relative humidity, compared to
the other 3 seasons. While the spring wolves amewtly in the dry stage, they are exhibiting
decomposition characteristics not observed in tblwes placed in the three previous seasons,
such as significant amounts of exposed skeletois. i$ldue to higher overall moisture resulting
in delayed carcass drying which promoted an iner@agsect activity.

One cub-of-the-year black bear was placed on braneng on 28 October. The carcass had been
frozen but was fully thawed at the time of placetnéast fall it had undergone numerous
freeze/thaw cycles, and remained static after sneltwims spring for well over one month.

Three fresh (unfrozen) yearling lions and one whiteleer were placed on bare ground 22
November during an active snow storm and were ftdlyered the following day. They
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remained snow-covered until spring. The yearliogdiwere possibly insulated from freezing
until after snowmelt. Two frozen adult male wolwesre placed on snow 1 December and
remained frozen until spring. One frozen adult niale was placed 11 January on top of snow
and it, too, remained frozen until spring. UM grattustudent Laura Wagster has conducted an
analysis of freeze-thaw affects on the summer aldavblf carcasses in an attempt to determine
a relationship to human remains.

A time lapse photo essay is being prepared in fighthual format that will have a corresponding
overlay of predominant insects associated withvlv@us decomposition stages which are
indicators for time of death. Included will be inteollection protocols for forensic
entomological purposes, specific to wildlife and thtermountain west and mid west regions.
This material will be published in the WildlifeorensidField Manual A forensic entomology
analysis is being conducted by Gregory Johnsom) f¥lontana State University) of the insects
collected by C. Gonder from the summer and sprioly®s.

Range Rider Projects in Southwest Montana

Collaborators. Montana Fish Wildlife & Parks, Madison Valley Rdatands Group, Boulder
Watershed Association, individual livestock prodsc@urner Endangered Species Fund, USDA
Forest Service, Keystone Conservation, USDA Wigdkervices, USDA Natural Resources and
Conservation Service, Sweet Grass County ConservBlistrict, and MSU Extension Service.

The Range Riders Project is a collaborative effettveen ranchers, government agencies, and
conservationists. The primary goal of these efftto reduce livestock/predator interactions.
Secondary goals and objectives are to reduce tigkstepredation from predators, to detect
injured or dead livestock more rapidly, to preseéheevidence and increase the likelihood that
an investigation would yield a definitive conclusiabout whether or not it was a predation
event and the species responsible, to improvetbeksnanagement and range conditions, to
increase knowledge about livestock/predator inteyas in space and time, and to build
relationships among project partners. All projgataborators provided funding and in-kind
contributions. In particular, significant fundimgas provided through the Natural Resources and
Conservation Service’s Environmental Quality Inoezg Program and Keystone Conservation.

Range Rider projects were implemented in 2004, 20066, and 2007 on a combination of
public grazing allotments and private lands in aetg of settings in the Madison Valley south
of Ennis and in the Boulder River Valley south af Bimber. Although the rider protocols
varied from place to place, the underlying prenss&milar: increased and continual human
presence and immediate response to wolves thattaracting with livestock. The rider
response towards wolves when they are interactitiglivestock ranges from non-lethal
harassment to a lethal bullet. By responding @sety as possible in space and time to the
inappropriate behavior (e.g., chasing livestodkg, wolves are more likely to associate that
behavior with something negative than if they hatlbeen harassed while behaving
inappropriately.
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Even though the rider(s) are out day and nightlecah public grazing allotments and in some
circumstances on private lands are dispersed aarosde area. Livestock may also be in
rugged, partially forested terrain. Nonethelesg, af horses and vehicles (where applicable)
allows the rider to cover as much ground as passibiile checking on livestock. There is still a
good chance they will not be in exactly the rigitdtion at the exactly the right time to respond
to the wolves. However, the chances of preverdidgpredation are expected to be better than
when/where human presence is more limited or inkeeat

Due to the incredible number of variables from pl&x place, there is no clear evidence that
these efforts have actually prevented depredatldosever, when surveyed, many participating
producers said they thought it was helpful andadattid an interest in continuing their
participation. Efforts to collect information tetber understand the effectiveness of this
technique continued in 2007.

The fourth field season of the Range Riders prajetite Madison occurred in 2007. This year
was the third field season in the Boulder. Theeeena total of 4 riders (2 in Boulder drainage,
and 2 in Madison drainage). The riders in the Madiwere out from June 15 - October 15, and
the riders in the Boulder were out from June 1 toBer 30th. They were each paid $2,000 a
month — Keystone Conservation covered all costserMadison, and put in $5,000 for riders in
the Boulder.

There was one confirmed depredation in the Madi&altey, after livestock were removed from
the project site in the fall of 2007. There weoeconfirmed or probable depredations in the
Boulder Valley. No missing livestock were reportad attributed to wolf kills in either project
area. Inthe Madison, the riders reported sediaddiorn Mountain pack numerous times on the
public grazing allotment, and assisted FWP in cwitaand tracking the pack. The Madison
Valley riders chased wolves away from cattle orsbback, but did not use less than lethal
munitions.

In the Boulder, the riders encountered six indigiduolves that they associated with either the
Baker Mountain pack or Moccasin Lake pack. Thelyrtt have the opportunity to use any
less-than-lethal munitions. The Boulder projecs\wamarily on private land this year because
forest fires in 2006 closed livestock grazing atents in the Gallatin National Forest. The
riders encountered a lot of sign and tracks of es)\as well as both black and grizzly bears.

FWP collaborated on another Ranger Rider projettt @efenders of Wildlife and a livestock
producer in the Rock Creek drainage east of Missotihis producer experienced missing
livestock in 2006, and FWP monitoring efforts sugigd that the Sapphire pack was large (14
wolves at the end of 2006). The rider started ayM2007 and spent time both on private land
and the affiliated public grazing allotment througgptember. No 10j hazing or take in the act
was reported by the rider, but there were two alvere killed on private land during 2007 (one
in July and another in September). Due to repeatetion of members of this pack to private
lands (this ranch and others) in close proximitintestock, 5 wolves were removed from the
pack and 1 wolf was killed illegally. At least fowolves remained in the pack at the end of
2007. The producer registered satisfaction withRlange Rider project and is expected to
participate again in during 2008.
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Estimation of Successful Breeding Pairs for Wolves in the Northern Rocky Mountains, USA

Investigators: Dr. Michael Mitchell, U. S. Geological Survey, Ktana Cooperative Wildlife
Research Unit; David E. Ausband, Montana Coopezatidlife Research Unit; Carolyn A.
Sime, Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks; Edward E. BanU.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; Justin
A. Gude, Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks; Michael imenez, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service;
Curt M. Mack, Wolf Recovery Project, Nez Perce €ribomas J. Meier, National Park Service;
M. Steven Nadeau, Idaho Department of Fish and GanteDouglas W. Smith, National Park
Service.

Abstract accepted for publication: Under the Endangered Species Act, documentirayezg

and federally mandated population levels wolvesn(€mipus) in the northern Rocky Mountains
(NRM) requires monitoring wolf packs that succeBgfrecruit young. United States Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) regulations define sucdelsBreeding pairs as packs estimated to
contain an adult male and female, accompanied lpup& on 31 December of a given year.
Monitoring successful breeding pairs will becomeendifficult following proposed delisting of
NRM wolves; alternatives to historically intensiveethods, appropriate to the different
ecological and regulatory context following delisti are required. Because pack size is easier
to monitor than pack composition, we estimated abdlily a pack would contain a successful
breeding pair based on its size for wolf populatiorhabiting 6 areas in the NRM. We also
evaluated the extent to which differences in demplgy of wolves and levels of human-caused
mortality among the areas influenced probabilitgksaof different sizes would contain
successful breeding pairs. Probability curvesd#ftl among analysis areas, depending primarily
on levels of human-caused mortality, secondarilyaonual population growth rate, and little on
annual population density. Probabilities packst@imed successful breeding pairs were more
uniformly distributed across pack sizes in areah Vaiw levels of human mortality and stable
populations. Large packs in areas with high leeélsuman-caused mortality and high annual
growth rates had relatively high probabilities ohtaining breeding pairs whereas those for
small packs were relatively low. Our approach lbamused by managers to estimate number of
successful breeding pairs in a population wherebmirof packs and their sizes are known.
Following delisting of NRM wolves, human-caused tabty is likely to increase, resulting in
more small packs with low probabilities of contaigibreeding pairs. Differing contributions of
packs to wolf population growth based on their sizggests monitoring successful breeding
pairs will provide more accurate insights into plagion dynamics of wolves than will
monitoring number of packs or individuals only.

Internal Validation of Predictive Logistic Regression Models for Decision-making in wildlife
management.

Investigators: Justin A. Gude, Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parksididael Mitchell, U.S.
Geological Survey, Montana Cooperative Wildlife Bash Unit; David E. Ausband, Montana
Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit; Carolyn A. SifMontana Fish, Wildlife & Parks; Edward
E. Bangs, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
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Abstract submitted for publication: Predictive logistic regression models are comignased to
inform decisions related to wildlife management andservation. Examples include predicting
favorable wildlife habitat for land conservation@ttives and predicting vital rates for use in
population models. Often such models are develémedse in the same population from which
sample data were obtained; they are intended moeral” use. Before using a logistic
regression model for this purpose, the predicthitga of the model should be validated. We
describe a process for conducting an internal aibd. We start by defining the major
components of accuracy for binary predictions dibr@dion and discrimination, and we describe
methods for assessing the calibration and discéatiun abilities of a logistic regression model.
We also describe methods for correcting problentabibration in a logistic regression model.
We then show how the bootstrap can be used torobtaiest estimates of predictive accuracy in
the population underlying the sample data. We siexw how the bootstrap can be used to
assess coverage rates and re-calibrate the enslpbicdnfidence intervals for predictions from a
logistic regression model in order to achieve n@haoverage rates. We illustrate the process of
internal validation using logistic regression mad@lr predicting the number of successfully
breeding wolf packs in the northern Rocky MountaiManagers need to know the number of
successfully breeding wolf packs in order to docoitiee recovery and population status of
wolves in the region, as dictated by federal aatesinanagement plans. Therefore the example
has direct management applications, and we valitiatdogistic regression predictions will be
reliable in this situation. The validation methods present, while useful for logistic regression,
can also be applied to any prediction method thhased on data, either directly or with
modification. We believe that predictive accurabpuld be validated before any model is used
to inform wildlife management and conservation dexis, regardless of how the model was
selected or developed. This will increase the dddsmanagement decisions will achieve
management goals.

Doqg Lice (Trichodectes canis) on wolves in Montana and |daho.

Investigators: Michael D. Jimenez, U.S. Fish and Wildlife SeejiEdward E. Bangs, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service; Mark Drew, Idaho Wildlife Hidla Laboratory; Steven Nadeau, Idaho Fish
and Game; Val J. Asher, Turner Endangered Spedied; Carolyn Sime, Montana Fish,
Wildlife and Parks.

Abstract submitted for publication: We found dog liceTrichodectes canis) on 5 wolves (5 pups)
in 1 wolf pack in Montana in 2005 and 2006, andamolves (5 adults, 3 yearlings, and 1 pup)
in 8 different packs from ldaho in 2006 and 20Qice were not detected on all members of the
pack once a pack member was diagnosed with lice. ibfestation may have contributed to
higher morbidity in individual wolves, but was reosignificant cause of wolf mortality.

Sar coptic mange found in wolves in the Rocky Mountains in western United States

Investigators: Michael D. Jimenez and Edward E. Bangs, U.Sh &ied Wildlife Service;
Carolyn Sime, Montana Fish, Wildlife, & Parks; Valp. Asher, Turner Endangered Species
Fund.
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Abstract submitted for publication: We documented sarcoptic man&arcoptes scabiei) in
wolves Canislupus) in the Northern Rocky Mountain (NRM) states of iMana (MT) and
Wyoming (WY), from 1995 through summer 2007. Mamges identified in wolves from MT
and WY, primarily east of the Continental Divideat&wide in MT, we recorded mange in: 3%
of 33 packs in 2003, 12% of 33 packs in 2004, 31Bbgpacks in 2005, 7% of 60 packs in
2006, and 4% of 71 packs in 2Q®ut all infected packs were in southwest Montan&N8)
north of Yellowstone National Park (YNP). In additji one wolf in northwest MT (NWMT) was
confirmed to have mange in 1995 and another in 2008/Y (including YNP), mange-infected
wolves were found in: 5% of 22 packs in 2002, 892®packs in 2003, 12% of 26 packs in
2004, 3% of 29 packs in 2005, 9% of 40 packs in62@@d 15% of 33 packs in 2007. Mange
was first documented in YNP in 2006 and in GrantbiéNational Park (GTNP) in 2007. We
did not detect mange in all members of every paea@ pack member was found with mange.
No mange was documented in Idaho. We documentéddndl wolves that recovered from
infestations. We predict that sarcoptic mange tatemn in the NRM will progress as it has in
other parts of North America by affecting local Wwoeacks in episodic fashion and will not
threaten regional wolf population viability. Sint895, numerous individual wolves have died or
were euthanized due to mange-related conditionsame wolf packs in specific areas have
been affected. But the overall wolf populationhe NRM was not negatively impacted by
mange, and the population continued to increase020-annually to an estimated 1300 wolves
in September 200Tf. the NRM wolf population was dramatically reduc@sange epizootics
may play a more significant role in wolf populatistatus in the future when combined with
other mortality factors.

Gray Wolves and Livestock in Montana: a Recent History of Damage Management

Investigators: Carolyn A. Sime, Montana Fish, Wildlife & Pargdward E. Bangs, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service; Elizabeth Bradley, MontanalkiWildlife & Parks; John E. Steuber, Kraig
Glazier, and Paul J. Hoover, USDA Wildlife Servic€al Asher, Turner Endangered Species
Fund; Kent Laudon, Mike Ross, and Jon Trapp, Maatéash, Wildlife & Parks.

Abstract to be published in conference proceedings. The Montana gray wolf population grew
from 2 wolves in 1979 to a minimum of 316 by laB®8. Resolving conflicts, both perceived
and real, between wolves and livestock was a damhzcial issue for the federal recovery
program, and it remains so today. The U.S. Fish\Widlife Service and now Montana Fish,
Wildlife & Parks work with USDA-APHIS-Wildlife Serees to reduce depredation risks and
address wolf-related conflicts through a combirmatdnon-lethal and lethal management tools.
The number of wolf complaints investigated from 72806 increased as the population
increased and expanded its distribution into Moatafter reintroduction into Yellowstone
National Park and central Idaho in 1995/96. Moatawolf packs routinely encountered
livestock, though wolf depredation was a relativielse cause of livestock death and difficult to
predict or prevent. Cattle and sheep were killegtnoften from March to October, although
losses were confirmed each month. From 1987-200es killed 230 cattle and 436 sheep.
However, confirmed losses probably represent difraof actual wolf losses. Few other types
of livestock classes were killed. Conflicts areli@$sed on a case-by-case basis, striving to
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connect the agency response to the damage in apddene and to decrease the potential for
future losses. Lethal control is implemented inoeatally after predation was verified, and 254
wolves were killed from 1987-2006. Only completmpval of either wolves or livestock
eliminates the potential for wolf depredation. Toatinued presence of a viable wolf
population requires that a wide variety of non-#thnd lethal tools be investigated and
implemented. That combination will also be regdite maintain local public tolerance of
wolves where the two overlap and to foster broddip@acceptance of techniques used to
minimize conflicts. Resolving wolf-livestock coitfs at a local scale is but one component of a
larger state wolf conservation and management progrUpon delisting, regulated public
harvest will allow us to more proactively manage plopulation.

Application of Electrified-Fladry to Decrease Risk of Livestock Depredation by Wolvesin
Montana.

Investigators: Carolyn A. Sime, Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parkéathan Lance, Utah State
University and USDA Wildlife Services Research 8ettJohn Shivik and Stewart Breck,
USDA Wildlife Services Research Section; John SteudSDA Wildlife Services Montana
State Office; Stacy Courville, Confederated Sa#isd Kootenai Tribes.

Abstract: Wolf (Canis lupus) predation on livestock can cause economic hgpddbr livestock
producers, resulting in increased animosity towardlves and complicating the balance
between wolf conservation and human interests.a&e gray wolves are given special federal
and state protection, regulations limit the abitifylivestock owners and wildlife managers to
address wolf depredation on livestock. More t@sésneeded that prevent conflict, thus the
objective of this project was to further develop &st a deterrent tool to reduce livestock
depredation by wolves. Electrified-fladry is aecttified rope barrier with suspended flagging
that shows particular promise as an effective toookeeping wolves out of smaller size pastures.
We completed a pen study that demonstrated thete#aess of electrified-fladry in preventing
captive wolves from accessing food resources. edml more about the applicability of this tool
in a field setting and the efficacy in reducing fuade of pastures and preventing depredations,
we performed a field test of electrified-fladryMontana. We identified twelve cattle pastures
on nine ranches with a history of wolf depredatio8sx pastures received electrified-fladry to
protect 40-160 acre calving pastures, and six did Electrified-fladry was installed during
critical calving times (February-June) when calassvulnerable to predation. All ranches and
pastures were monitored for cattle depredationvamifiactivity using track plots and radio-
telemetry. In addition, we studied the willingnessl interest of livestock producers for
integrating electrified-fladry into their operat&nWe recorded information about installation
and maintenance time and costs and surveyed gdigbqmarticipants to learn about their
experiences, beliefs and attitudes regarding te&ulmress of electrified-fladry. Electrified-fladry
was implemented and surveys were distributed irv 2@ata collection was completed in 2008.
Analysis and publications will be completed in 2008

Other Project Collaborators and Principals: U.S. Forest Service, Gallatin National Foresty B
Timber; Boulder Watershed Group; participating kanders in both project areas; Mike Lewis
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and Joe Weigand, Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parkg] &ald specialists from both USDA
Wildlife Services and Montana Fish, Wildlife & Park

Note: The field portion of this study was funded thrbwgConservation Innovation Grant
provided by the Montana Office of the USDA Naturasources Conservation Services. Itis
part of a Master’s Degree program for Nathan Lahogugh Utah State University.

Contrasting wolf-unqul ate interactions in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem.

Investigators: Ken Hamlirf, Bob Garroft, P.J. Whit& and J. A. Fullér
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks, 1400 S."y®Bozeman, MT 59718
“Montana State University, Department of Ecologyz&unan, MT 59717
3National Park Service, Yellowstone National Parlanvinoth, WY

Summary: We documented the effects of wolf restoratioretnpopulations in the greater
Yellowstone area, which varied considerably withat#ons in ecological and landscape factors.
We found no correlation between wolf:elk ratios éimel proportion of adult cows pregnant.
Pregnancy rates were uniformly high for all heasproaching the maximal levels that could be
expected for this species. Thus, reduced pregnaasyunlikely to have contributed to low
indices of recruitment (i.e., ratios of calves p@6 adult females) observed in some herds after
wolf establishment. We found a strong negativeatation between the ratio of predators to
prey and indices of calf recruitment and attritthie relationship to additive predation effects
that reduced calf mortality below levels that wohle been experienced in the absence of
predators. There was some evidence the survivediwt female elk decreased at high numbers
of wolves relative to elk, and that a portion aktimcreased mortality was likely additive to
other causes. Elk populations decreased in areassveombined high numbers of wolves and
grizzly bears occurred in relation to numbers &f dlowever, elk populations remained stable
or increased where consistently low numbers of e®land/or grizzly bears coexisted with elk
and moderate levels of hunter harvest occurreck effects of wolves on elk populations varied
depending on the predominant land use. Wolveheshhigh numbers relative to elk
populations where preservation was the main laedelg., Yellowstone National Park) and/or
there were few conflicts with agricultural actiesi (e.g., Gallatin Canyon). However, in areas
where agriculture was the predominant land usesistant depredations by wolves resulted in
control actions that maintained low wolf to elkioat

Recent Project Publications. Hamlin, K. L., R. A. Garrott, P. J. White, andAl.Fuller. 2008 i
press). Contrasting wolf-ungulate interactions in the &eg Yellowstone Ecosystem. Chapter 25
inR. A. Garrott and P. J. White, editors, Large mairgwalogy in central Yellowstone: A
synthesis of 16 years of integrated field studi#sevier — Academic Press.

Trophic Cascades |nvolving Humans, Wolves, Elk, and Aspen in the Crown of the Continent
Ecosystem.

Graduate Student: Cristina EisenbergCommittee Chair: Dr. William J. Ripple, Oregon State
University, Corvallis
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Collaborators. Shell Canada, Alberta Fish and Wildlife Divisiddpntana Fish Wildlife and
Parks, Waterton Lakes National Park, Glacier Natiétark, the University of Alberta, the
University of Calgary, and Oregon State University.

Project Summary: Predation by wolves may be critical for maintagbiodiversity and

sustaining aspen communities. Currently in dedhngortions of the West, aspen provides key
habitat for songbirds and beaver, among other spe€ine of the major controversies in ecology
in the past century concerns whether food hasoagtr influence on herbivore population
regulation than predation. Predation can drivergiidethal and non-lethal effects throughout
food webs, referred to as trophic cascatlas studying trophic cascades involving humanl lan
use, wolves, elk, and aspen in the Crown of theti@ent Ecosystem. My objective is to
investigate how an apex predator affects aspen econties by influencing abundance and
behavior of large herbivore prey. This work willtobute to our knowledge of food webs, via a
gradient analysis of the magnitude of trophic cdesand investigation of temporal and spatial
trophic interactions in a geographic location whitiey have not been studied previously. It is
part of theSouthern Alberta Montane Elk Study, an interagency, transboundary collaboration in
which we are working with 98 elk fitted with GPSlleeos, and 7 radio-collared wolf packs.

Project Activity in 2007: Coursework, development of research questions,yiar of field
research.

Anticipated Completion Date: 2010

Policy Issues Related to Wolves in the Northern Rocky Mountains

Investigators: Christian A. Smith and Carolyn A. Sime, Montdfish, Wildlife and Parks.

Abstract for publication in conference proceedings. Wolves were extirpated from the northern
Rocky Mountains (NRM) in the 1930s, but returnedht® region through natural recolonization
of northern Montana in the 1980s and reintroductmoentral Idaho and Yellowstone National
Park in the 1990s. Wolf numbers increased ragttgr 1996 and now number about 1300. The
impacts of wolves on wild ungulate management, énumarvest, livestock, public safety and
agency funding are subjects of significant pubtiegilation and political rhetoric, but scientific
data needed for informed decisions are limitedgdl@nd administrative issues have precluded
delisting, even though wolves achieved the biolalgiecovery threshold in 2002. Agency
managers and policy makers will face many challsragethey integrate wolves into existing
programs and political environments. A commitmenbpen, inclusive decision-making
processes based on sound science and respectdmealperspectives will provide the best
model for addressing issues related to wolveserNRM.
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LAW ENFORCEMENT

The USFWS Office of Law Enforcement remained tfael lagency investigating wolf deaths in
Montana in 2007. MFWP representatives collaboratetiprovided assistance on request.
Several documented wolf mortalities were suspeitdx due to illegal activity and cases are
still under investigation. Two citations were igduor violations of the experimental 10j rule
and fines were paid.

FWP Game Wardens, by nature of their positions mvakgable contributions with respect to
outreach about wolves, their management, and th&@dvia program. In addition, wardens have
assisted with various field activities such asieging road-killed wolves or responding to
wolves caught incidentally by recreational trappefgardens have also passed along wolf
reports to project personnel and contributed toitoang efforts. FWP federal wolf funding
helps support their activities.

FUNDING

MFWP’s core wolf program is funded through 2 sefmafaderal sources. Approximately half is
obtained through a direct annual Congressionalitera appropriation and half is obtained
directly from USFWS as a part of the agency baskbu These sources are identified in the
state-federal wolf cooperative agreement and aresterred on a federal fiscal year cycle which
is offset from the state fiscal year cycle by siantins. Federal funds can be spent anywhere in
Montana for the wolf management and conservatitiniies specified in the cooperative
agreement. Although the agreement states thahlafdb637,000 is to be available to Montana
annually, federal budget constraints have sometmemdted in Congressional recessions (across
the board percentage cuts). Therefore, Montarevwed about $607,000 in federal fiscal year
2005. In 2006, Montana received about $641,060ederal fischal year 2007, Montana again
received about $641,000 in federal funds. Montaag renegotiate the responsibilities
identified in the agreement in the future if addquaderal funds are not available and Montana
is unable to fulfill the responsibilities describedthe agreement.

Montana allocated its wolf budget in ways typichhoy other wildlife conservation and
management program. The vast majority of dollagsavallocated to population monitoring.
Funds were also allocated to support: the MFWRIMA&l Research Lab in Bozeman, MFWP
law enforcement assistance, outreach and informagalucation activities, miscellaneous field
equipment, research, increased ungulate monitoaimg) additional step-down planning and
program development. In-kind contributions ancestments were made by the many private
citizens who supported or were affected by the asgof wolf recovery, by interested non-
governmental organizations, and other state angléédgencies.

In federal fiscal years 2005 and 2006, Montana US®@ was funded through the regular
Congressional budgeting process for federal agsraeid did not receive USFWS-direct
funding. Historically and beginning in the earl§9Ds, USFWS provided funding to USDA WS
western region to assist in wolf recovery and manant in the tri-state area. By 2001, about
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$100,000 per year was being transferred from USEOWESDA WS across the tri state area for
field assistance. At that same time, USDA WS aksgan receiving direct annual appropriations
through the USDA Congressional budget processcogmtion of the increased workload in the
northern Rockies. USFWS continued to fund USDA W8l 2005 through a direct
Congressional appropriation and USDA WS westerioregontinued to receive special
Congressional directives.

However, in federal fiscal year 2005, Congresstddléhe federal appropriation that had been
given to USFWS and subsequently transferred to USEfor their work in the tri state area.
In it's place, other special Congressional direztitiad been incorporated into the USDA WS
western region budgets to address funding needsesuilt of increased workloads beginning in
federal fiscal year 2001. These special directhage been maintained each year since. Both
MFWP and MT WS have concerns that Congressionatads and/or special directives will be
cut or eliminated at the Congressional level. Wxatild have important implications for the two
agencies and their ability to fulfill their resp@et agency responsibilities and the commitments
made in the Montana Wolf Plan.

There has been confusion over the coincidentahggroi elimination of USFWS funding

received by MT WS and MFWP taking on wolf managetmesponsibilities. In federal fiscal
year 2005, the USFWS Congressional appropriatianhttad been provided to the western region
of USDA WS was eliminated. In the same federaldiyear, an interagency cooperative
agreement was completed between MFWP and USFW caadition of MFWP signing the
agreement, USFWS agency base funding was trangferfd WP since MFWP was now doing
the field program with state personnel. The Idd99FWS funding for tri-state USDA WS gray
wolf field activities had nothing to do with a déffent, independent Congressional earmark
appropriation and USFWS base funding for to MFWRrplement work outlined in an MFWP-
USFWS interagency cooperative agreement to manatyesvin Montana.

In federal fiscal year 2007, WS spent an estim@fis38,924 responding to wolf complaints and
assisting FWP with depredation management respausbsas radio collaring or killing
problem wolves. This is an increase above thenestid $152,000 spent in federal fiscal year
2006.

In 2004, Montana coordinated the efforts of Idahd ¥yoming to prepare a tri-state
Congressional budget request. MFWP’s directorgureesl it to the Congressional Sportsmen’s
Caucus in fall 2004. The message presented wealkelration of recovery success, accompanied
by the honest assessment that securing the invesime the future will require an ongoing
national commitment to funding.

How well the nation’s wolves and grizzly bears faréghe NRM depends on how well they are
accepted by the people who live, work and recrieetieese areas. The establishment of
adequately funded conservation and managementgmnsgwill determine the degree to which
people will share the land, how well they will tadée wolves and grizzly bears, and how
successfully they will rise to the challenges pasgdpecies recovery. Those challenges are
shared by everyone, not just residents of thadtesarea. Therefore, efforts to garner national
financial support to fully implement the state’®@gram are ongoing.
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PERSONNEL AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

By now, literally hundreds of people have assistét wolf recovery efforts in a wide variety of
ways, and we are indebted to them all. Since 208@@ntless more have assisted with the
development of the Montana wolf plan and many noorginue to assist during the transition
from federal management to state management. Yéeiadly want to acknowledge the support
and understanding of our families and friends.

The MFWP wolf team is comprised of Kent Laudon aligpell, Carolyn Sime in Helena, Mike
Ross and Val Asher in Bozeman, Liz Bradley in Dilldissoula, and Jon Trapp in Red Lodge.
Jon Trapp resigned from MFWP in mid-summer 200&deept a position with the Red Lodge
Fire Department. His position remained vacantHterrest of the calendar year, although Jon did
contribute to this year’s annual report, and wekhiaim for his extra time.

But the wolf team is part of a much bigger teantremendously dedicated agency professionals
that make up Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks. Intgaular, Dr. Mark Atkinson (MFWP’s

former wildlife veterinarian) over saw our animainaling protocols welfare guidelines, in
addition to being the MFWP lead for wolf diseasersillance and necropsy work. Additional
staff at the MFWP Wildlife Research Laboratory gisovide significant logistical support and
services for the wolf program, including Neil Anden (Lab Supervisor). Salish Kootenai
Confederated Tribes biologist Stacey Courville Btatkfeet Tribe biologist Dan Carney
captured and monitored wolves in and around tlesipective tribal reservations. We thank
them for sharing information contained in this ne@md the close coordination throughout the
year.

In 2007, the Montana wolf management program bextefrom the contributions from our
seasonal technicians Ty Smucker, Kris Boyd, and Kalder, all of whom excelled at their jobs
and contributed enormously. The Montana wolf managnt volunteer program was very
fortunate to be served by volunteers: StefanigBeKari Holder, Emily Schock, Laura Cerruti,
Quinn Harrison, Sarah Bassing, Gana Wingard, Sdmdnivinnell, Shannon Kachel, Carly
Levell, Natasha Meier, Nick Mitrovich, Trina Wadand Adia Sovie, and Nathan Stone who
worked enthusiastically and with good humor andaitbn through long days and weeks.
Arlie Burke, Eureka area logger and houndsman,Hentime unselfishly to help with fieldwork,
local information, and to pass on old tried ane thwoodsmanship” to the next generation of
biologists in our volunteer program. We also wanthank the Swan Ecosystem Center and
Northwest Connections for their avid interest aetbhn documenting wolf presence and
outreach in the Swan River Valley.

We also thank the private citizens who served enatbrking group to develop the framework
for a Montana Livestock Loss Reduction and MitigatProgram. We also thank the members
of the Montana Wolf Management Advisory Council floeir ongoing contributions. Their
participation on these working groups, respectivetgvides valuable guidance from a diversity
of perspectives. Their continued collaboratioonglwith many other Montanans, continues to
be the foundation of the program’s success to date.
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MFWP’s wolf program is supported by others througittbhe agency. We thank Adam Messer
of MFWP Information Services for his patience, gbaanor, and expertise in creating the maps
for this report, his work on all our other wolf peot data requests, and for his help with data
management. Regional biologists and game ward&osmation officers, front desk staff, and
program managers contribute their time and exgentis variety of ways and have been
invaluable. We appreciate the MFWP Helena stafhfall the Divisions who contributed their
expertise and time. We thank Caryn Amacher, Dedagson, Rebecca Cooper, Adam Brooks
for assisting us with interagency cooperative agesgs, grant agreements, and budgeting. We
appreciate the wise counsel and participation ®MiFWP legal staff, especially Bob Lane. We
appreciate the work and dedication of the MFWP Wel®am. Jay Lightbody and Don
Bartsch at the Print shop prepared and printeceaakr materials. Mike Lewis and Joe Weigand
contributed their time, funding, and expertise dgrihe electric fladry field trials experiments
and data analysis. We thank the staff of the Comaations and Education Division for their
thoughtful reviews of our work and for their medmntributions throughout the year. The
Montana Governor’s Office, MFWP Director’s Officand the MFWP Commission deserve
special recognition for their strong commitmentrtove forward despite the delisting delay; they
provided important leadership and steady guidameighout the year.

USFWS personnel in Montana included wolf recovergrdinator Ed Bangs (Helena) who
shepherded the development of the state-federglecative agreement and freely shared
information and data about wolves in Montana. \Weespecially grateful for the financial
support and his confidence in the developing gietgram. Law enforcement agents Rick
Branzell (Special Agent, Missoula) and Doug Goess(&pecial Agent, Bozeman) investigated
wolf mortalities throughout Montana and provideguortant guidance about the federal
regulations. Dominic Dominici (USFWS Agent in Cgay WY) provided valuable guidance and
information about a variety of subjects and thenotetation of federal regulations.

USDA WS investigates suspected wolf damage andesawut wolf control activities in

Montana. We thank them for contributing their exige to the state’s wolf program and for
their willingness to complete investigations inraely fashion, 7 days a week. WS personnel
involved in wolf management in Montana in 2007 utdd State Director John Steuber, eastern
district supervisor Paul J. Hoover, western dissigervisor Kraig Glazier, wildlife specialists
Dennis Biggs, John Bouchard, Owen Murnion, Ricku@lp Steve Demers, Michael Hoggan,
Dan Thomason, Alan Brown, Brian Noftsker, Mike ThasnChad Hoover, R.R. Martin, Graeme
McDougal, Theodore North, James Rost, Pat Sinclalin Maetzold, Paul Bucklin, Bart Smith,
and James Stevens, and pilots Stan Colton, Tinf,Grad Eric Waldorf.

The Montana Wolf Management program field operatialso benefited in a multitude of ways
from the continued cooperation and collaborationtber state and federal agencies and private
interests such as the USDA Forest Service, Mornapartment of Natural Resources and
Conservation (“State Lands”), U.S. Bureau of Lananslgement, Plum Creek Timber Company,
Glacier National Park, Yellowstone National Padgho Fish and Game, Wyoming Game and
Fish, Nez Perce Tribe, Canadian Provincial wildifefessionals, Defenders of Wildlife,
Keystone Conservation, Boulder Watershed Group tflaadladison Valley Ranchlands Group.
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We deeply appreciate and thank our pilots whosguenand specialized skills, help us find
wolves, get counts, and keep us safe in highlylehging, low altitude mountain flying. They
include David Hoerner (Hoerner Aviation Inc., Kalgl), Steve Davidson (Selway Aviation,
Hamilton), Doug Chapman (Montana Aircraft, Bozemdyger Stradley (Gallatin Flying
Service, Belgrade), Steve Ard (Tracker Aviation.]iRelgrade), and Mark Duffy (Bozeman).

The citizens of Montana deserve special recognfootheir cautious willingness to craft a
balanced plan that recognizes that wolves areigensppecies now back on the landscape where
people live, work and recreate, to accept the mesipdity for wolf conservation and
management, and their willingness to move forwamoWking that it will continue to be
controversial, challenging, and that hard decisimange to be made. We also appreciate the time
they take to send us wolf report postcards, onshin# reports, or to call us on the phone with
their information.

And lastly, the countless private landowners in k4o@a whose property is used by wolves,

sometimes at great cost to the owner, deserveespect, our understanding and attention to
their new challenges, and our gratitude.
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APPENDIX 1

MONTANA CONTACT INFORMATION

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
Carolyn Sime

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

Gray Wolf Program Coordinator, Helena
406-461-0587

casime@mt.gov

Kent Laudon

Montana Fish Wildlife & Park

Wolf Management Specialist, Kalispell
406-751-4586

klaudon@mt.gov

Liz Bradley

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
Wolf Management Specialist, Dillon
406-865-0017

Ibradley@mt.gov

Mike Ross

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

Wolf Management Specialist, Bozeman
406-581-3664

Mross@ mt.gov
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Butte position vacant.

Val Asher

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks Volunteer
Wolf Management Specialist, Bozeman
406-581-3281
val.asher@retranches.com

USDA Wildlife Services

(to request investigations of injured or dead
livestock):

John Steuber

USDA WS State Director, Billings

(406) 657-6464 (w)

Kraig Glazier
USDA WS West District Supervisor, Helena
(406) 458-0106 (w)

Jim Hoover
USDA WS East District Supervisor, Columbus
(406) 322-4303 (w)
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HEADQUARTERS 1400 South 19" 4600 Giant Springs Rd
MT Fish, Wildlife & Parks Bozeman, MT 59718 Great Falls, MT 59405
1420 E 6™ Avenue (406) 994-4042 (406) 454-5840
PO Box 200701
Helena, MT 59620-0701 HELENA Area Res Office LEWISTOWN Area Res
(406) 444-2535 (HARO) Office (LARO)

930 Custer Ave W 215 W Aztec Dr
REGION 1 Helena, MT 59620 PO Box 938
490 N Meridian Rd (406) 495-3260 Lewistown, MT 59457
Kalispell, MT 59901 (406) 538-4658
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(BARO) REGION 5

REGION 2 1820 Meadowlark Ln 2300 Lake Elmo Dr
3201 Spurgin Rd Butte, MT 59701 Billings, MT 59105
Missoula, MT 59804 (406) 494-1953 (406) 247-2940

(406) 542-5500

TO REPORT A DEAD WOLF OR POSSIBLE ILLEGAL ACTIVITY:

U.S.Fish and Wildlife Service
» Special Agent, Missoula MT: (406) 329-3000
» Special Agent, Casper, WY: (307) 261-6365

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
« Dial 1-800-TIP-MONT

TO SUBMIT WOLF REPORTS ELECTRONICALLY AND TO LEARN MORE ABOUT
THE MONTANA WOLF PROGRAM, SEE:
« www.fwp.mt.qgov/wildthings/wolf
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APPENDIX 2

Gray Wolf Chronology in Montana

Wolves are common throughout Montana.

Wolf-bounty law initiates Montanas official eradicm effort.

Federal authorities begin wolf control in the West.

Wolf populations eliminated from most of the West.

Gray wolf believed extinct in Montana although wedvand wolf sign still occasionally observed.

Wolves still seen in Wyoming, Montana, and Idahoasionally but no self-sustaining breeding
documented; wolves, likely dispersing from Canaudae,killed in Montana and Idaho in every decade
through 2000.

Montana protects wolves as state endangered species

Wolves protected under federal Endangered SpeatsfA973.

A wolf is monitored in British Columbia, just nortf Glacier National Park.

A lone wolf kills livestock near Big Sandy, Montaaad is killed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Semvic
This is Montana’s first documented wolf depredaiibmore than 50 years.

A wolf den is confirmed in Glacier National Parkhé Magic Pack establishes a territory in the Né&xirk
Flathead River valley, in the western portion cd€ér National Park.

A pack denned on the Blackfeet Reservation, butveasliscovered until 1987 when they began to
depredate on livestock.

Camas Pack established in the North Fork of thth&tal River valley in Glacier National Park.
First livestock depredation occurs on the BlackiReservation.

The U.S. Congress establishes a Wolf Managemenn@itee to recommend wolf recovery strategies for
Yellowstone National Park and central Idaho.

Congress directs the US Fish and Wildlife Servicprepare a Draft Environmental Impact Statement on
wolf recovery in Yellowstone National Park and cahtdaho.
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1993

1994

1995

1996

1999

2000

2002

An estimated 45 wolves in five packs occupy theefatiNorthwestern Montana Recovery Area. One pack
establishes west of Helena, founded by a femaléwilttch disperesed from Canada.

Federal EIS on the reintroduction of wolves intdlde@stone National Park and central Idaho completed
Wolves to be reintroduced into Yellowstone NatioRalk and central Idaho for three to five yearseund
the Endangered Species Acts experimental, non-gsiseres that grant additional management fldiipi
Wolf recovery is defined as 30 breeding pairs--dutamale and an adult female raising two or marpsp
to Dec. 31--in Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming for éhseiccessive years.

Fifteen wolves from four packs captured in Canagar@located to Yellowstone National Park and 17
individual wolves are released in central Idaho.

Yellowstone National Park receives 17 more wolvesnfCanada and 10 wolf pups from a depredating
pack in northwestern Montana. Twenty wolves areasd in central Idahos' pups are born in the wild.

Governors of Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming renew@/I@emorandum of Understanding to coordinate
public involvement to pursue plans to manage avexem wolf population in the northern Rockies amd t
assure a timely delisting.

Montana Governor Marc Racicot appoints 12 Montatizens to the Montana Wolf Management
Advisory Council. The council, chaired by ranchdra€e Hibbard of Helena, is charged to advise Mantan
Fish, Wildlife & Parks on wolf management in arpifion of the wolf's delisting.

US Fish and Wildlife Service determines there &d®@eding pair in the tri-state Rocky Mountain
Recovery Area, marking 2000 as the first year efttiree-year countdown to meet wolf population
recovery goals.

An estimated 97 wolves in 8 breeding pairs are tamiim Montana.

Montana Wolf Management Advisory Council presetgsieport to the Governor to Governor Judy Martz,
who directs MFWP to draft wolf conservation and agement planning document.

Montana Legislature removes the gray wolf from Mord's list of predatory species once the wolf is
delisted. Upon delisting, wolves will be legallyclassified in Montana as species in need of managem
New law includes provisions for the defense of &éfel private property when a wolf is attackinglitk,

or threatening to kill a person, or livestock.

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Park’s draft of the Mon@iwWolf Conservation and Management Planning
Document is reviewed, amended and approved by thda Wolf Management Advisory Council.

An estimated 35 breeding pair, in 51 packs, araiealin the tri-state Rocky Mountain Recovery Area,
totaling about 550 wolves. The US Fish and WildBkrvice determines 2001 is second year of thethre
year countdown to trigger an official proposal &dist the wolf.

An estimated 123 wolves in 7 breeding pairs arentznlin Montana.

Montana Wolf Conservation and Management Plannioguinent is released in January. Montana Fish,
Wildlife & Parks begins to develop an environemtgbact statement (EIS) on the state management of
wolves. The public is invited to participate at coonity work sessions around the state and asked to
identify issues and help develop management aligasa

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks develops draft EI8wfive alternatives.

An estimated 43 breeding pairs are counted inrtkstdte Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery Area, totglin
about 663 wolves. The US Fish and Wildlife Sende¢ermines 2002 is the third year of the three-year
countdown to trigger official proposal to delisetivolves.
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service announces that thethern Rockies gray wolf population has achieved
biological recovery under the federal Endangereects Act.
An estimated 183 wolves in 17 breeding pairs atstad in Montana.

Montana'’s EIS process includes a 60-day public centperiod and statewide community work sessions.
The final EIS recommends the adoption of the "upd&buncil" alternative. The Montana Fish, Wilelif
& Parks Commission approves the adoption of théepred alternative — the Council’s Update.

State conservation and management plans complgtstIbID, and WY and submitted to USFWS.
States of Montana, ldaho, and Wyoming request fupétiom Congress.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service expected to begim dffficial administrative process of delisting gray
wolves in the northern Rockies.

An estimated 761 wolves in 51 breeding pairs atmtad in the tri-state Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery
Area at the end of the year.

An estimated 182 wolves in 10 breeding pairs atstad in Montana.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service approves state manant plans from Montana and Idaho and rejects
Wyoming’s plan. Delisting is officially delayed tilrthe impasse is resolved.

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks and the Montana Figfildlife & Parks Commission approve amending
the Record of Decision to pave the way for intestate participation in northwest Montana through a
limited cooperative agreement.

In February, Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks and UFssh and Wildlife Service complete a cooperative
agreement covering northwest Montana.

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks receives federalding and hires staff who begin implementing theesta
plan prior to delisting and in consultation with3J Fish and Wildlife Service.

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks begins close cooation with USDA Wildlife Services to investigatecan
resolve wolf-livestock conflicts.

An estimated 835 wolves in 66 breeding pairs atmtad in the tri-state Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery
Area at the end of the year.

An estimated 153 wolves in 15 breeding pairs atstad in Montana.

Wolves in northwest Montana recoveyr area reclieskds “endangered” by court order.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service adopts more flexéhiégulations [known as 10(j) regulations] for the
experimental population areas of Montana and Idaho.

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks and U.S. Fish anddMe Service complete a cooperative agreement
paving the way for Montana to assume independahfwhreponsibility for wolf management and
conservation statewide. Montana begins implemgritie state plan to the extent allowed by federal
regulations throughout the state. Funding from. BiSh and Wildlife Service and through special
Congressional appropriations fund Montana Fishdiifd & Park’s wolf team.

Montanans form a diverse working group of privatzens, non-governmental organizations, and state
and federal agencies to begin developing the Mentawestock Loss Reduction and Mitigation Program.
Work is ongoing.

An estimated 256 wolves in 19 breeding pairs atstad in Montana.

Montana implements as much of approved state @amossible and within federal guidelines.
Funding from U.S. Fish and Widllfie Service and@pkCongressional appropriations continue.
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks and USDA Montana Wille Services update an existing interagency
cooperative agreement to include gray wolves

Montana Livestock Loss Reduction and Mititgatiowdram draft framework completed and draft
legislation is prepared for the 2007 Montana Leqiske.

An estimated 316 wolves in 21 breeding pairs atmta in Montana. Distribution continues to be the
western one-third of Montana.
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2007

Montana implements as much of approved state @aossible and within federal guidelines.

Funding from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and@apCongressional appropriations continue.

HB 364 passed the 2007 Montana Legislature, ciggdtia Montana Livestock Loss Reduction and
Mitigation Program; Oversight Board is appointedtiwy Governor and administrative officer of the Bba
is hired. First Board meeting, fundraising, ane+mlaking to begin early in 2008.

MFWP proposes a tentative wolf hunting/trappingsseastructure proposal which is approved by the
MFWP Commission, enabling the agency to gatheripa@iolmment. (decision timeline is occurs in 2008).
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service proposes modificataf the Experimental Rules (10j) to provide aduitl
flexibility to northern Rockies states with apprdvglans that applies to the experimental arealsaset
states, respectively.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service approves Wyomingaslfimanagement plan and state laws.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service proposes a NorthHeotkies Distinct Population Segment and to delist
wolves in the northern Rockies in states with appdoplans.

An estimated minimum of 422 wolves in 39 breediagpare counted in Montana. Distribution contsue
to be the western one-third of Montana
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APPENDIX 3
NORTHERN ROCKIES WOLF PACK TABLES
Table 1a. Montana wolf packs and population datdfontana’s portion of the Northwest
Montana Recovery Area, 2007.

Table 1b. Montana wolf packs and population datdvfontana’s portion of the Greater
Yellowstone Experimental Recovery Area, 2007.

Table 1c. Montana portion of the Central Idaho &kpental Recovery Area (Montana
statewide totals): wolf packs and population d2¢g7

Table 2a Wyoming wolf packs (outside of Yellowstd\National Park) and population data for
Wyoming’s portion of the Greater Yellowstone Expegntal Recovery Area, 2007.

Table 2b. Yellowstone National Park (YNP) wolf ga@nd population data for YNP’s portion
of the Greater Yellowstone Experimental RecovergaA2007.

Table 2c. Wolf Population Data for the Greaterldi@bstone Experimental Recovery Area,
2007.

Table 3a. Idaho wolf packs and population datddaho’s portion of the Central Idaho
Experimental Recovery Area, 2007.

Table 3b. Idaho wolf packs and population datddaho’s portion of the Northwest Montana
Recovery Area, 2007.

Table 3c. ldaho wolf packs and population dataHerGreater Yellowstone Experimental
Recovery Area, 2007.

Table 3d. Idaho population data for the Centrahtw Experimental Recovery Area, 2007.

Table 4a. Northern Rocky Mountains minimum fallliygopulation and breeding pairs 1979-
2007 by recovery area.

Table 4b. Northern Rocky Mountains minimum falllfymopulation and breeding pairs 1979-
2007 by state.

Table 5a. Northern Rocky Mountain states: confotmelf depredation and wolf management
(by recovery area, 1987-2007

Table 5b. Northern Rocky Mountain states: confumelf depredation and wolf management,
by state, 1987-2007
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Table 1a:

Montana Wolf Packs and Population Data

for Montana's Portion of the Northwest Montana Rec

overy Area, 2007.

MINIMUM ESTIMATED

REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2007 CONFIRMED LOSSES °
# WOLF PACK * AREA  STATE ADULT PUP TOT MISSING * CONTROL ° CATTLE  SHEEP _ DOGS __ OTHER
1 Ashley NWMT  MT 3 1 1
2 Blue Mountain NWMT _ MT 4 ? 4
3 Camas Prairie NWMT MT 3 ? 3
4 Candy Mountain NWMT _ MT 2 2 4 1
5 DeBorgia # NWMT MT 2 2 4
6 Elevation Mountain NWMT _ MT 2 4 6
7 Fishtrap NWMT _ MT 4 3 7
8 Firefighter NWMT MT 2 6 8
9 Flathead Alps NWMT MT 6 4 10
10 Great Bear NWMT _ MT 2 2 4
11 Hewolf Mountain NWMT _ MT 1 3 4 12 10 1
12 Hog Heaven NWMT _ MT 3 3 6 1 3 1
13 Kintla NWMT MT 2 2 4
14 Kootenai South NWMT MT 2 2 4
15 Ksanka NWMT _ MT 4 2 6 1
16 Lazy Creek NWMT _ MT 6 2 8
17 Livermore NWMT _ MT 6 4 10
18 Lost Soul NWMT MT ? ? 7 1
19 Lydia NWMT MT 3 5 8 2 3
20 Marias NWMT _ MT 3 3 6
21 Meadow Peak NWMT  MT 3 0 3
22 Mineral Mountain NWMT MT 4 2 6
23 Monitor Mountain NWMT MT 1 4 5 3 4
24 Murphy Lake NWMT MT 2 2 4
25 Ninemile NWMT _ MT 4 2 6 1 2
26 Nyack NWMT _ MT 2 0 2
27 Pulpit Mountain NWMT _ MT 2 1 3
28 Red Shale NWMT MT 2 5 7
29 Salish NWMT MT 4 1 5 1 2
30 Silver Lake # NWMT _ MT 2 ? 2
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Table 1a:

Montana Wolf Packs and Population Data

for Montana's Portion of the Northwest Montana Rec

overy Area, 2007.

R MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2007 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES °
# WOLF PACK * AREA _ STATE ADULT PUP_TOT _ NATURAL _ HUMAN® UNKN® DISPERSED MISSING * CONTROL ° CATTLE __ SHEEP __ DOGS __ OTHER
31 Spotted Bear NWMT _ MT 4 8
Spetted-Dog’ NWMT __ MT ? ? 2 1
32 Squeezer NWMT _ MT 3 6 9
33 Superior # NWMT _ MT 4 4 8 3
34 Thompson Peak NWMT _ MT 6 7 13
35  Whitefish NWMT _ MT 7 8 15
36 Wolf Prairie NWMT _ MT 3 0 3
Misc/Lone 4 4 2 1 4 5
MT Total in NWMT 117 96 213 1 8 4 1 6 19 26 5 3 1

Underlined packs are counted as breeding pairs toward recovery goals.

Excludes wolves killed in control actions.

Does not include pups that disappeared before winter.

Collared wolves that became missing in 2007.

Agency lethal control (10j regulation does not apply to the endangered area).

Includes only domestic animals confirmed killed by wolves.

Pack did not exist on Dec. 31 2007 and is not displayed on the map; see pack narrative.

Border pack shared with the State of Idaho; dens in Montana.
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Table 1b: Montana Wolf Packs and Population Data  for Montana's Portion of the Greater Yellowstone E

xperimental Area, 2007.

- MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2007 MORTALITIES CONFIRMED LOSSES 6
# WOLF PACK 1 AREA  STATE ADULT PUP TOT  NATURAL  HUMAN2  UNKN 3 CONTROL 5 CATTLE SHEEP _ DOGS OTHER
37 Rosebud GYA MT 2 0 2 12
38 Moccasin Lake GYA MT 1 3 4 1 1
Mission Creek’ GYA MT 0 0 0
39 Baker Mountain GYA MT ? ? 3 2 3 9
40 Buffalo Fork GYA MT ? ? 10
41 Mill Creek GYA MT 3 5 8 2
42 Eightmile GYA MT 2 5 7
SwanLake’ GYA MT 0 0 0 2 3
Chief Joe’ GYA MT 0 0 0
43 Eagle creek GYA MT 4 0 4
44 Beartrap GYA MT 6 7 13
45 Cedar Creek GYA MT 2 0 2 5 4 3
46 Cougar 2 GYA MT 7 ? T+
47 Deadhorse ® GYA MT ? ? 2+
48 Horn Mtn GYA MT 2 5 7 1
49 N. Gravelly GYA MT 2 ? 6 2 3
50 Freezeout GYA MT 2 3 5 1 2
Wedge GYA MT 0 0 O 9 5
Misc/Lone GYA MT 7 0 7 2 2 1 8 1
MT Total in GYA 40 28 87 2 10 0 23 24 17 0 13

Underlined packs are counted as breeding pairs toward recovery goals.
Excludes wolves killed in control actions.

Does not include pups that disappeared before winter.

Collared wolves that became missing in 2007.

Includes agency lethal control and take by private citizens under 10j regulation.
Includes only domestic animals confirmed killed by wolves.

0 N O OB~ WN P

See narrative text for explanation.
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Table 1c: Montana Portion of the Central Idaho Experimental Area (Montana statewide totals): wolf packs and po  pulation data 2007

Montana portion of Central Idaho Experimental Area

REF. RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2007 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONTROL CONFIRMED LOSSES6
# WOLF PACK1 AREA STATE ADULT PUP TOT NAT HUMAN2  UNKN3 DISPERSED MISSING4  KILLED 5 CATTLE SHEEP DOGS OTHER
51 Brooks Creek # cIb MT 3 4 7 3 3
52 Painted Rocks # cID MT 2 ? 2
53 Lake Como # CID MT 5 ? 5
54 Trapper Peak # cID MT 2 0 2 1
55 Sula# cID MT 7 3 10
56 East Fork Bitterroot CID MT 3 1 4
57 Divide Creek cIb MT 4 3
58 Skalkaho cID MT 4 5 1 1
59 Welcome Creek CID MT 4 0 4
60 Big Hole # cIb MT 5 5 10 2
61 Ram Mtn cID MT 5 ?
62 Sapphire CID MT 4 ? 4 1 2 5 2
63 Willow Creek cIb MT 5 5 10

Bearmouth’ cip MT 0 0 0 9 3
64 Flint Creek CID MT 4 ? 4
65 East Fork Rock Creek cIb MT 3 ? 3
66 Mt Haggin cID MT 2 0 2
67 Battlefield # CID MT 3 ? 3
68 Mussigbrod cID MT 3 0 3
69 Trail Creek cID MT 3 3 6
70 Pintler CID MT 3 3 6 1
71 Miner Lakes # cIb MT 1 3 4

FleecerMtn’ cip MT 0 0 0 3 2
72 Black Canyon # CID MT 4 4 8
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Table 1c: Montana Portion of the Central Idaho Experimental Area (Montana statewide totals): wolf packs and po  pulation data 2007

Montana portion of Central Idaho Experimental Area

REF. RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2007 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONTROL CONFIRMED LOSSES6
# WOLF PACK1 AREA STATE ADULT PUP TOT NAT HUMAN2  UNKN3 DISPERSED MISSING4  KILLED 5 CATTLE SHEEP DOGS OTHER

73 Grasshopper cID MT 3 ? 3 1
Misc/Lone CID MT 1 0 1 4 5
MT Total in CID CID MT 83 39 122 0 3 1 0 2 31 25 5 0 0
MT in NWMT total (Table 1a) NWMT __ MT 117 96 213 1 8 4 1 6 19 26 5 3 1
MT in GYA total (Table 1b) GYA MT 40 28 87 2 10 0 0 3 23 24 17 0 13
MT in CID total (Table 1c) CID MT 83 39 122 0 3 1 0 2 31 25 5 0 0
MT STATE TOTAL 240 163 422 3 21 5 1 11 73 75 27 3 14

1 Underlined packs are counted as breeding pairs toward recovery goals.

Excludes wolves killed in control actions.

Does not include pups that disappeared before winter.

Collared wolves that ceased transmitting in 2007.

Includes agency lethal control and take by private citizens under 10j regulation.

Includes only domestic animals confirmed killed by wolves.

Pack did not exist on December 31, 2007 and is not displayed on the map; see pack narrative.

H N o o0 b WON

Border pack shared with State of Idaho; dens in Montana and majority of time in Montana.
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Table 2a:  Wyoming Wolf Packs (Outside of Yellows tone National Park) and Population Data for Wyoming  's Portion of the Greater Yellowstone Recovery Area  , 2007.
MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED

REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2007 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES 6

# WOLF PACK 1 AREA  STATE ADULT PUP TOT NATURAL  HUMAN 2 UNKN 3 DISPERSED MISSING 4 CONTROL 5 CATTLE  SHEEP DOGS OTHER
Wyoming Outside Yellowstone National Park

74 Beartooth GYA wy 4 4 8 1 3 4 0

75 Sunlight GYA wy 7 4 11 1 1 2 3 1 0

76 Absaroka GYA wy 2 0 2 2 1 4 8 0

77 Pahaska GYA wy >2 ?2 >2 0 0 0

78 South Fork GYA wy 6 4 10 1 1 1 0

79 Greybull River GYA wy 4 4 8 8 2 0

80 Gooseberry GYA wy 1 5 6 2 7 0

81 East Fork GYA wy 4 4 8 1 1 5 6 0

82 Washakie GYA wy 5 6 11 2 2 6 0

83 Togwotee GYA wy 6 4 10 1 0 0 0

84 Gros Ventre GYA wy 5 8 13 1 0 0 0

85 Pacific Creek GYA wy 9 4 13 1 0 0 0

86 Snake River GYA wy 5 6 11 0 0 0

87 Huckleberry GYA wy 3 2 5 2 0 0 0

88 Buffalo GYA wy 7 6 13 1 1 1 3 0 0 0 1

89 Teton GYA wy 3 5 8 0 0 0

90 Pinnacle Peak GYA wy 6 ? 6 0 o o

91 Daniel GYA wy 4 0 4 3 1 0 1

92 Green River GYA wy 4 2 6 6 12 0

93 Black Butte GYA wy 2 ? 2 0 1 0

94 Soda Lake GYA wy 5 ? 5 0 0 0

95 Big Piney GYA wy >2 ?  >2 0 0 0

96 La Barge GYA WY >2 ?  >2 1 0 0 12

97 Prospect GYA wy >3 ? >3 0 0 0

98 Kemmerer GYA wy >3 7 >3 0 0 0
Sub-total: 104 68 172 2 2 7 2 12 37 49 12 2
Misc. wolves
CarterMtn-’ GYA wy 1 0o 1 19 2
Owl-Greek’ GYA wy 0 0 o 7 1
Misc./Lone wolves GYA wy >7 ? 15 1 3 4
WY Total (outside YNP) 120 68 188 2 3 7 2 12 63 55 16 2 0
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Table 2b: Yellowstone National Park (YNP) Wolf Pac

ks and Population Data for YNP's Portion of the Gre

ater Yellowstone Experimental Area, 2007.

_ MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2007 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES 6
# WOLF PACK 1 AREA STATE ADULT PUP TOT NATURAL HUMAN 2 UNKN 3 DISPERSED MISSING 4 CONTROL 5 CATTLE SHEEP DOGS OTHER
Yellowstone National Park Northern Range
99 Leopold GYA MT/WY 13 3 16 1
100 Oxbow GYA MT/WY 8 8 16 1
101 Agate GYA MT/WY 8 9 17 1 1 1
102 Slough GYA MT/WY 7 9 16 3 1 1
103 Druid GYA MT/WY 9 7 16
Misc/Lone GYA MTWY 12 1 13 1
Yellowstone National Park Non-Northern Range
104 Mollie's GYA wY 9 5 14 1 1
105 Yellowstone Delta GYA wy 16 6 22 2
106 Bechler GYA WY/ID 8 3 11 2 3
107 Cougar Creek GYA MTWY 3 4 7 1
108 Gibbon Meadows GYA wY 11 6 17 1
109 Hayden Valley GYA wy 1 3 4 3
Misc./Lone GYA wY 2 2 2
YNP Total in WY GYA wY 107 64 171 8 4 1 5 9 0 0 0 0 0
WY Total (outside YNP) 120 68 188 2 3 7 2 12 63 55 16 2 0
WY STATE TOTAL 227 132 359 10 7 8 7 21 63 55 16 2 0
Table 2c:  Wolf Population Data for the Greater ~ Yellowstone Recovery Area, 2007.
R MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2007 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES 6
WOLF PACK 1 AREA STATE  ADULT PUP TOT  NATURAL  HUMAN 2  UNKN 3 DISPERSED MISSING 4 CONTROL 5 CATTLE SHEEP DOGS OTHER
WY in GYA (Table 2b) GYA wY 227 132 359 10 7 8 7 21 63 55 16 2 0
MT in GYA (Table 1b) GYA MT 40 28 87 2 10 0 0 3 23 24 17 0 13
ID in GYA (Table 3c) GYA D ? ? 7 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 1 0
GYA TOTAL GYA  wymt/ip 267 160 453 12 17 8 7 24 87 79 35 3 13

Underlined packs are counted as breeding pairs toward recovery goals.

Excludes wolves killed in control actions.
Does not include pups that disappeared before winter.

Includes agency lethal control and take by private citizens under 10j regulation.

Includes only domestic animals confirmed killed by wolves.
Pack did not exist on December 31, 2007 and is not displayed on the map; see pack narrative.

1
2
3
4 Collared wolves that became missing in 2007.
5
6
7
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Table 3a: Idaho Wolf Packs and Population Dataf or Idaho's Portion of the Central Idaho Recovery Ar  ea, 2007.
_ MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2007 % MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES 6
# WOLF PACK 1 AREA  STATE ADULT PUP TOT  NATURAL  HUMAN 2  UNKN 3 DISPERSED MISSING 4 CONTROL 5 CATTLE  SHEEP _ DOGS OTHER
110 Aparejo ciD D ? ? 13
111 Applejack cID D ? ? 4
112 Archie Mountain cID D 2 5
113 Avery ciD D 4 1 1
114 Basin Butte cID ID 8 5 13
115 Battle Ridge cID ID 2 2
116 Bear Pete cID D 2 6
117 Bear Valley CID D 10 4 14
118 Big Buck cID D 2 2 4
119 Bimerick Meadow cID ID 3 4 7 1
120 Bitterroot Range # cID ID 3 2 5
121 Blue Bunch cID D 4 3 7 3 3
122 Buffalo Ridge cID D ? ? 6 1 2 3
123 Calderwood cID ID 3 1 4
124 Carey Dome cID D 1 4 5 1 2 7
Castle Peak/East Pass cID D 0 0 0
125 Chamberlain Basin cID D 5 6 11
126 Chesimia cID D ? ? ?
127 Cold Springs cID ID 2 0 2
128 Coolwater Ridge cID ID 4 2 6
129 Copper Basin cID D 3 0 3 6 5
130 Deception cID D 1 4 5
131 Doublespring cID D 7 1 8
132 Eagle Mountain cID ID 5 3 8
133 Earthguake Basin cID D 2 8 10 1
134 Eldorado Creek cID D 2 4 6
135 Fish Creek # cID D 5 4 9
136 Fishhook cID D 6 2 8
137 Five Lakes Butte cID ID ? ? ? 1 1
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Table 3a: Idaho Wolf Packs and Population Dataf or Idaho's Portion of the Central Idaho Recovery Ar  ea, 2007.

_ MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED

REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2007 % MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES 6

# WOLF PACK 1 AREA  STATE ADULT PUP TOT  NATURAL HUMAN 2 UNKN 3 DISPERSED MISSING 4 CONTROL 5 CATTLE  SHEEP _ DOGS OTHER

138 Florence cID D 3 10 2

139 Galena cID D ? ? 12 2 1 2

140 Giant Cedar cID D ? ? 6 1

141 Golden Creek cID ID 3 4 7

142 Gospel Hump cID ID ? ? ?

143 Hard Butte cID D 2 3 5 1 1 8 1
Hazard-Lake cID D 0 0 0

144 Hemlock Ridge cID D 5 2 7

145 High Prairie cID D 2 1 3 2 1 8

146 Hoodoo cID D ? ? 13

147 Hughes Creek # cID D 9 2 11 1

148 Hyndman ciD D ? ? ?

149 Indian Creek cID ID 2 0 2 1

150 Jungle Creek cID D 4 0 4 41

151 Jureano Mountain cID D ? ? ? 1 1 5

152 Kelly Creek cID D 4 1 5 1

153 Landmark cID D ? ? ?

154 Lemhi cID D ? ? 2 1 2

155 Lick Creek cID ID 2 6 8

156 Lochsa cID D 2 4 6 1
Magruder cib D 0 0 0

157 Marble Mountain cID D 4 1 5

158 Monumental Creek cID ID 7 8 15

159 Moores Flat cID D 1 1 2 27 1

160 Morgan Creek cID D 3 2 5

161 Moyer Basin cID D 5 5 10 1

162 No Man cID D 2 1 3

163 O'Hara Point ciD ID ? ? 3

164 Orphan cID D ? ? ?

165 Owl Creek cID D ? ? ?
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Table 3a: Idaho Wolf Packs and Population Dataf or Idaho's Portion of the Central Idaho Recovery Ar  ea, 2007.
_ MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2007 % MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES 6
# WOLF PACK 1 AREA STATE ADULT PUP TOT NATURAL HUMAN 2 UNKN 3 DISPERSED MISSING 4 CONTROL 5 CATTLE SHEEP DOGS OTHER
166 Packer John cID D ? ? 1 1 21
Partridge-Creek cip D 0 0 0
167 Pass Creek cID D 5 3 8 1
168 Pettitbone cID ID 2 2 4
169 Phantom Hill cID D 2 3 5 14 2
170 Pilot Rock cID D 2 4 6 1 1
171 Pot Mountain cID D ? ? ?
172 Red River cID D 2 3 5
173 Scott Mountain cID ID 2 2 4
174 Selway cID D 8 7 15
175 Sleepy Hollow cID D 2 0 2
176 Soldier Mountain cID D 2 0 2 1
177 Spirit Ridge cID ID 3 4 7
178 Steel Mountain cID D 7 2 9 1 2 9
179 Stolle Meadows cID D 4 0 4
180 Tangle Creek cID D 2 0 2 1
181 Thorn Creek cID D 8 4 12
182 Thunder Mountain cID ID ? ? ?
183 Timberline cID D 9 2 11 2 9
184 Warm Springs cID ID 4 1 1
185 White Bird Creek cID D 4 0 1 1
186 Wolf Fang ciD [b) 5 0 5
187 Yankee Fork cID ID ? ? 11
Lone/Paired cID D 12 0 12 2 2 5 20
Idaho minimum count cID D 231 158 463
Unknown wolves ® cip D ? ? 245 3 2 4 10 5
ID Total in CID 231 158 708 2 17 8 4 11 49 53 168 7 0
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Table 3b: Idaho Wolf Packs and Population Data for Idaho's Portion of the Northwest Montana Recovery Area, 2007.

_ MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2007 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES 6
# WOLF PACK 1 AREA  STATE ADULT PUP TOT  NATURAL  HUMAN2  UNKN 3 DISPERSED MISSING 4 CONTROL 5 CATTLE SHEEP DOGS OTHER
188 Boundary NWMT ID 5 0 5 1
189 Calder Mountain # NWMT ID 3 1 4
190 Solomon Mountain # NWMT D ? ? 8
ID Total in NWMT 8 1 17 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Table 3c: Idaho Wolf Packs and Population Data for Idaho's Portion of Greater Yellowstoen Experimenta | Area and Idaho Statewide totals, 2007.

- MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2007 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES 6
# WOLF PACK 1 AREA STATE ADULT PUP TOT  NATURAL  HUMAN2  UNKN 3 DISPERSED MISSING 4 CONTROL 5 CATTLE SHEEP DOGS OTHER

191 Biscuit Basin GYA ID 3 2 5

192 Falls Creek GYA D 2 0 2 1 2 1
ID Total in GYA GYA ID 5 2 7 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 1 0
ID Total in NWMT NWMT ID 8 1 17 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
ID Total in CID CID D 231 158 708 2 17 8 4 11 49 53 168 7 0
ID STATE TOTAL GYAINWMT/CID IC 244 161 732 2 17 8 5 11 50 53 170 8 0
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Table 3d: Wolf Population Data for the Central Id  aho Experimental Area, 2007.

- - MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2007 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES 6
WOLF PACK 1 AREA _ STATE __ADULT _PUP__TOT NATURAL  HUMAN 2 _ UNKN 3 DISPERSED MISSING 4 CONTROL 5 CATTLE _ SHEEP _DOGS__ OTHER
MT in CID (Table 1c) CID MT 83 39 122 0 3 1 0 2 31 25 5 0 0
ID in CID (Table 3a) CID D 231 158 708 2 17 8 4 11 49 53 168 7 0
CID TOTAL CID ID/MT 83 39 830 2 20 9 4 13 80 78 173 7 0

1 Underlined packs are counted as breeding pairs toward recovery goals.

2 Excludes wolves killed in control actions.

3 Does not include pups that disappeared before winter.

4 Collared wolves that became missing in 2007.

5 Includes agency lethal control and take by private citizens under 10j regulation.

6 Includes only domestic animals confirmed killed by wolves.

7 Pack did not exist on December 31, 2007 and is not displayed on the map; see pack narrative.
8 See narrative for more information.

# Border pack shared with the State of Montana; dens in Idaho and majority of time in Idaho.

% Pack composition figures are extrapoplations of data collected during summer, where number of adults is calcuated by subtracting verified pup production from
year-end pack size estimates; these estimates do not account for undocumented pup mortalities, and therefore may underestimate the number of adults in a pack.
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Table 4a: Northern Rocky Mountain minimum fall wol  f population and breeding pairs* 1979-2007, by Fede

Minimum fall wolf population by recovery area:

ral Recovery Area.

Year 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 868788899091929394 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07
Recovery Area

NWMT 2 1 2 8 6 613151014123329415548 66 70 56 49 63 64 84 108 92 59 126 171 230
GYA 21 40 86 112 118 177 218 271 301 335 325 390 453
CID 14 42 71 114 156 196 261 284 368 452 565 739 830
TOTAL 2 1 2 8 6 613 151014 123329415548 101 152 213 275 337 437 563 663 761 846 1016 1300 1513
Breeding pairs by recovery area:

Year 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 868788899091929394 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07
Recovery Area

NWMT 121132445 6 7 5 5 6 6 7 12 4 6 11 12 23
GYA 2 4 9 6 8 14 13 23 21 31 20 31 33
CID 3 6 10 10 10 14 14 26 29 40 43 51
TOTAL 1 21132 445 8 14 20 21 24 30 34 49 51 66 71 86 107

* By the standards of the Rocky Mountain Gray Wolf Recovery Plan and wolf reintroduction environmental impact statement,
a breeding pair is defined as an adult male and an adult female wolf, accompanied by 2 pups that survived at least until Dec 31.

Recovery goals call for 10 breeding pairs per area, or a total of 30 breeding pairs distributed through the 3 areas, for 3 years.

NOTE: Each year, wolf packs discovered in the current year that contain > 2 yearlings and > 2 adults are

added to the previous year's breeding pair and population totals; similarly, if evidence in the current

year indicates that < 2 pups or < 2 adults survived on December 31 of the previous year, that wolf pack
is deleted from the previous year's breeding pair counts and population totals. Therefore, breeding pair
counts and population totals are updated in current annual reports.

2007 BP by REC AREA Tab;e 4a & Figure 5.xIs
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Table 4b: Northern Rocky Mountain minimum fall wol f population and breeding pairs* 1979-2007, by Stat e.
Minimum fall wolf population by state:

Year 79 80 81 82 83 84 8586 87 88899091929394 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07
State

MT 2 1 2 8 6 6 13151014123329415548 66 70 56 49 74 97 123 183 182 152 256 316 422
wYy 21 40 86 112 107 153 189 217 234 272 252 311 359
ID 14 42 71 114 156 187 251 263 345 422 512 673 732
TOTAL 2 1 2 8 6 6 131510 14 12 33 29 41 55 48 101 152 213 275 337 437 563 663 761 846 1020 1300 1513
Breeding pairs by state:

Year 79 80 81 82 83 84 8586 87 88899091929394 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07
State

MT 121132445 6 7 5 5 7 8 7 17 10 15 19 21 39
WY 2 4 9 6 7 12 13 18 16 25 16 25 25
ID 3 6 10 10 10 14 14 25 26 36 40 43
TOTAL 12113 2 445 8 14 20 21 24 30 34 49 51 66 71 8 107

* By the standards of the Rocky Mountain Gray Wolf Recovery Plan and wolf reintroduction environmental impact statement,
a breeding pair is defined as an adult male and an adult female wolf, accompanied by 2 pups that survived at least until Dec 31.

Recovery goals call for 10 breeding pairs per area, or a total of 30 breeding pairs distributed through the 3 areas, for 3 years.

NOTE: Each year, wolf packs discovered in the current year that contain > 2 yearlings and > 2 adults are added to the
previous year's breeding pair and population totals; similarly, if evidence in the current year indicates that < 2
pups or <2 adults survived on December 31 of the previous year, that wolf pack is deleted from the previous
year's breeding pair counts and population totals. Therefore, breeding pair counts and population totals are

updated in current annual reports.

2007 BP by STATE Table 4b $ Figure 6.xIs

- 124 -



Table 5a: Northern Rocky Mountain States confirmed wolf depredation *, 1987-2007, by recovery area.

1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 TOTAL

Northwest Montana Recovery Area

cattle 6 0 3 5 2 1 0 6 3 9 16 9 13 10 8 9 6 6 9 6 26 153
sheep 10 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 30 0 19 2 5 13 3 1 1 1 5 92
other 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 5 0 1 0 2 1 13
dogs 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 2 3 1 4 0 0 0 1 3 19
wolves moved 0 0 4 0 3 0 0 2 2 10 7 0 4 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 37
wolves killed 4 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 14 4 9 4 3 9 14 1 2 15 19 104
Greater Yellowstone Recovery Area

cattle 0 0 5 3 4 7 22 33 45 100 61 135 79 494
sheep 0 13 67 7 13 39 117 71 90 99 53 41 35 645
other 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 10 4 0 1 13 29
dogs 1 0 0 4 7 8 4 1 0 6 2 0 3 36
wolves moved 6 8 14 0 0 6 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 42
wolves killed 0 1 6 3 9 6 9 23 38 55 61 56 87 354
Central Idaho Recovery Area

cattle 0 2 1 9 16 15 10 10 13 24 27 43 78 248
sheep 0 24 29 5 57 39 16 15 118 170 190 205 173 1041
other 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2
dogs 0 1 4 1 6 0 1 4 6 3 9 7 7 49
wolves moved 0 5 0 3 15 10 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 38
wolves killed 0 1 1 0 5 10 7 14 7 30 41 71 80 267
Total, 3 Recovery Areas :

cattle 6 0 3 5 2 1 0 6 3 11 22 21 33 32 40 52 64 130 97 184 183 895
sheep 10 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 37 126 12 89 80 138 99 211 270 244 247 213 1778
other 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 5 10 5 2 3 14 44
dogs 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 2 4 5 15 11 6 9 6 9 11 8 13 104
wolves moved 0 0 4 0 3 0 0 2 8 23 21 3 19 16 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 117
wolves killed2 4 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 6 21 7 23 20 19 46 59 86 103 142 186 724

1 Numbers of animals confirmed killed by wolves in calendar year.
2 Includes wolves legally shot by ranchers. Others killed in government control efforts.
3 Total livestock other than cattle and sheep confirmed killed by wolves between 1987 and 2007 are 13 llamas, 24 goats and 7 horses.

From 1987 to December 2007, Defenders of Wildlife has paid $984,474 for wolf damage to livestock and guard dogs. Information is available at http://defenders.org/wolfcomp/html.

2007 DEP by REC AREA Table 5a.xls
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Table 5b: Northern Rocky Mountain confirmed wolf d epredation *, 1987-2007, by state.

1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 TOTAL

Montana

cattle 6 0 3 5 2 1 0 6 3 10 19 10 20 14 12 20 24 36 23 32 75 321
sheep 10 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 13 41 0 25 7 50 84 8 91 33 4 27 473
other 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 5 0 3 2 2 14 30
dogs 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 1 2 5 2 5 1 4 1 4 3 34
wolves moved 0 0 4 0 3 0 0 2 8 22 20 0 14 6 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 96
wolves killed 4 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 18 4 19 7 8 26 34 40 35 53 73 328
Wyoming

cattle 0 0 2 2 2 3 18 23 34 75 54 123 55 391
sheep 0 0 56 7 0 25 34 0 7 18 27 38 16 228
other 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 10 2 0 1 0 14
dogs 0 0 0 3 6 6 2 0 0 2 1 0 2 22
wolves moved 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
wolves killed 0 0 2 3 1 2 4 6 18 29 41 44 63 213
Idaho

cattle 0 1 1 9 11 15 10 9 6 19 20 29 53 183
sheep 0 24 29 5 64 48 54 15 118 161 184 205 170 1077
other 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
dogs 0 1 4 1 7 0 2 4 5 3 9 4 8 48
wolves moved 0 1 0 3 5 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 20
wolves killed 0 1 1 0 3 11 7 14 7 17 27 45 50 183
Total, 3 States

cattle 6 0 3 5 2 1 0 6 3 11 22 21 33 32 40 52 64 130 97 184 183 895
sheep 10 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 37 126 12 89 80 138 99 211 270 244 247 213 1778
other 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 5 10 5 2 3 14 44
dogs 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 2 4 5 15 11 6 9 6 9 11 8 10 101
wolves moved 0 0 4 0 3 0 0 2 8 23 21 3 19 16 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 117
wolves killed2 4 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 6 21 7 23 20 19 46 59 86 103 142 186 724

1 Numbers of animals confirmed killed by wolves in calendar year.
2 Includes wolves legally shot by ranchers. Others killed in government control efforts.
3 Total livestock other than cattle and sheep confirmed killed by wolves between 1987 and 2007 are 13 llamas, 24 goats and 7 horses.

From 1987 to December 2007, Defenders of Wildlife has paid $984,474 for wolf damage to livestock and guard dogs. Information on the compensation program is available at
http://www.defenders.org/wolfcomp.html.
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APPENDIX 4

NORTHERN ROCKIES PACK DISTRIBUTION MAPS 2007

Figure 1. (map) Central Idaho, Northwest Montand @reater Yellowstone wolf recovery
areas (Key: Tables 1 - 3).

Figure 2. (map) Northwest Montana Wolf Recoverya\(Key: Table 1a).

Figure 3. (map) Greater Yellowstone Wolf Recoverg#\(Key: Tables 1b, 2).

Figure 4. (map) Central Idaho Wolf Recovery AreagyKTables 1c, 3 a, b, c, d).
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Figure 1. Central Idaho, Northwest Montana and Greater Yellowstone Wolf Recovery Areas
@ Woif Packs (See Tables)
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Figure 2. Northwest Montana Wolf Recovery Area
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Figure 3. Greater Yellowstone Wolf Recovery Area
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Figure 4. Central Idaho Wolf Recovery Area
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APPENDIX 5

NORTHERN ROCKIES WOLF POPULATION GRAPHS

Figure 5. Northern Rocky Mountain wolf populatiwands 1979-2007, by recovery area.

Figure 6.Northern Rocky Mountain wolf populatioerids 1979-2007, by state.
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Minimum # of wolves

Figure 5. Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf Population Trends
by Recovery Area, 1979-2007
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